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United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia 


1 Docket Xo. 83864 

Lawuexce C. Piiipps, Petitioner, 
vs. 

Co.mmissioxei; of Ixtekxal Ixevexte, Respondent. 
Appca ranees: 

For Petitioner: David A. Reed, Esq., AY. A. Seifert, 
Esq., A. (i. Wallerstedt, j., Allen (1. Gartner, Esq., 

For Respondent: Angus R. Shannon, Esq., 

Docket Entries; 

11)36 

Apr. 37—Petition received and filed. Taxpayer notified. 
( Fee paid) 

Apr. 11 —Copy of petition served on General Counsel, 
dune 13—Answer filed by General Counsel, 
dune 16—Copy of answer served on taxpayer. 

Sept. ’_!!>—Motion for circuit hearing at Denver, Colorado, 
filed by taxpayer. 10 1, 36 granted. 


Aug. 10—Hearing set in Denver, Colorado beginning Oct. 
4. 1037. 

Aug. is Order restoring proceeding to Denver, Colorado 
Circuit Calendar for hearing in due course, en¬ 
tered. 


193S 

Aug. 31—Hearing set Xov. 14, 193s, Denver, Colorado. 

Oct. IS—Motion for a continuance until the next hearings 
in Denver, Colorado, filed by taxpayer. 10 10 MS 
granted. 

1030 

dan. 30—Motion for leave to file amendment to petition 
filed by taxpayer—amendment to petition 
lodged. 1 31/30 granted. 


LAWUEXCK C. I’lflPl’S vs. crv t. iielvkiuxg. 


Feb. 1—Copy of motion and amended petition served on 
General (’ounsel. 

Mar. 3—Answer to petition as amended filed by General 
Counsel. 

Mar. 6—Copy of answer to petition as amended served 
on taxpayer. 

duly 28—Hearing set Sept. 18, 19.‘>9 in Denver, Colorado. 

Sept. 18 & If) —Hearing had before Miss Ilarron. Sub¬ 
mitted. Petitioner’s brief due 12/1/39—re¬ 
spondent’s brief due 1/2 40—reply brief due 
Jan. 17, 1940. 

Oct. b—Transcript of hearing Sept. 18, 1939 filed. Vol. 1. 

Oct. ”)—Transcript of hearing' Sept. 19, 1939 filed. Vol. 2. 

Dee. 1—Brief filed by taxpayer. 12/2 39 copy served. 

1940 

Jan. 2—Motion for extension to Jan. 16, 1940 to file brief 
filed by General Counsel. 1/3/40 granted—pe¬ 
titioner’s reply due 2/1/40. 

Jan. 16—Motion for extension to Jan. 30, 1940 to file brief 
filed by General Counsel. 1/16/40 granted. 

Jan. 30—Brief filed by General Counsel. 

Feb. 12—Motion for extension to March 1, 1940 to file 
reply brief filed by taxpayer. 2/12/40 granted. 

Mar. 1—Reply brief filed by taxpayer. 3/2/40 copy 
served. 

2 1940 

June 8—Memorandum findings of fact and opinion 
rendered—Marion J. Ilarron, Division 13. De¬ 
cision will be entered that there is no overpay¬ 
ment of tax and no deficiency in tax. 

June 8—Decision entered—C. R. Arundell, Division 7. 

Aug. 6—Stipulation of venue filed. 

Aug. 16—Petition for review by U. S. Court of Appeals 
for the District of Columbia, with assignments 
of error, filed by taxpayer. 

Aug. 16—Proof of service filed. 

Aug. 16—Praecipe for record filed by taxpayer—proof of 
service thereon. 

Aug. 26—Motion for five days extension to file counter 
praecipe filed by General Counsel. 8/26/40. 

Aug. 28—Counter praecipe filed by General Counsel with 
proof of service thereon. 


L.VWHENCE C. PllIl’l’S VS. CUY T. 11ELVEUING. 
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Filed April 27, 1936 
Cnited Stales Hoard of Tax Appeals 
Docket Xo. 83864 
La whence C. Phipps, Petitioner, 


vs. 

Com mission eh of Internal Revenue, Respondent. 

Petition 


The above-named petitioner hereby petitions for a re¬ 
determination of the deficiency set forth by the Commis¬ 
sioner of Internal Revenue in his notice of deficiency (IT: 
AR:E-2 MMR-901)) dated January 31, 1936, and as a basis 
of his proceeding, alleges as follows: 

1. The petitioner is an individual residing at Denver, 
Colorado. For the calendar year 1932, lie filed his income 
tax return in the office of the Collector of Internal Revenue 
for the District of Colorado, at Denver, Colorado, and the 
tax shown due thereon was paid to said Collector. 

2. The notice of deficiency (a copy of which is attached 
hereto and marked Exhibit “A”) was mailed to the peti¬ 
tioner on January 31, 1936. 

3. The taxes in controversy are income taxes for 
4 the calendar year 1932, and for $14,666.16. 

4. The determination of tax set forth in the said 
notice of deficiency is based upon the following error: 

(a) Respondent erroneously failed to allow a deduction 
for a loss of $89,439.60, sustained by the petitioner in 1932, 
resulting from demolition of a former residence which had 
been converted to business uses, and to income-producing 
purposes in 1925. 

5. The facts upon which the petitioner relies as a basis 
of this proceeding are as follows: 


(a-1) On or about February 17, 1902, petitioner pur¬ 
chased a residence at 1154 East Colfax Street, Denver, 
Colorado, at a cost of $46,200.00. Petitioner made perman¬ 
ent improvements and betterments to said building in 1903 


at a cost of $57,143.26, and 
Said building was used as 


in 1905 at a cost of $1,549.90. 
a residence by the petitioner 
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until 1919, when petitioner moved to Washington, D. C. 
From 1919 to 1923, said residence remained unoccupied. 

(a-2) The purpose of the petitioner to use said property 
as a residence, and its use by him as such, terminated on 
or about August 28, 1925, at which time he aband- 

5 oned said building as a residence and appropriated 
it for income-producing purposes. It was solely a 

business proposition from 1925 up to time of its demoli¬ 
tion in 1932. 

(a-3) In 1932, in order to meet changing business condi¬ 
tions, petitioner caused said building to be torn down and 
demolished. 

(a-4) During the years 1925 to 1932, inclusive, and for 
many years prior thereto, the petitioner was actively en¬ 
gaged in the real estate business in Denver, Colorado, and 
elsewhere, with his principal office and place of business in 
Denver, Colorado. 

(a-5) Said property was only one of many properties 
owned and operated by petitioner in the conduct of his 
real estate business. 

(a-6) At the time of such appropriation to business use 
for income-producing purposes, said building had a fair 
market value of not less than $104,893.16. The loss in 1932 
to the petitioner, occasioned by the demolition was not less 
than $89,439.60, as shown by Exhibit “B” attached hereto 
and made part hereof. 

6 (a-7) Petitioner computed and paid his income 
taxes for the calendar year 1932, without taking into 

account such deduction for loss by demolition. On or about 
September 12, 1935, petitioner filed with the Collector of 
Internal Revenue for the Collection District of Colorado, 
a claim for refund of the federal income taxes overpaid by 
reason thereof, but no part thereof has been refunded. The 
said overpayment was made on December 14, 1933. 

Wherefore, the petitioner prays: 

1. That the Board may hear the proceeding and find and 
adjudicate that: 

(a) Petitioner is entitled to a deduction in the amount of 
$89,439.60, on account of a loss sustained in the calendar 
vear 1932, bv reason of the demolition of his former resi- 
deuce; 
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(b) There is no deficiency due for the calendar year 
1932, and that the petitioner has actually overpaid his in¬ 
come taxes for said year. 


2. That the Board may grant the petitioner such other 
and further relief as in the premises it may deem 
7 proper, and that it shall order a refund of said over¬ 
payment, together with interest thereon as provided 
by law. 

DAVID A. REED (sgd) 

W. A. SEIFERT (sgd) 

A. Cx. WALLERSTEDT (sgd) 

ALLEN G. GARTNER 
Counsel for Petitioner. 

REED, SMITH, SHAW & McCLAY, 

747 Union Trust Building, 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. 


ALLEN G. GARTNER, 

815 Fifteenth Street, N. W. 

Washington, D. C. 

8 State of Colorado 

City and County of Denver ss: 

Lawrence C. Phipps, being duly sworn, says that he is 
the petitioner above-named; that he has read the foregoing 
petition, or had the same read to him, and is familiar with 
tlie statements contained therein, and that the facts stated 
are true, as he verily believes. 

LAWRENCE C. PHIPPS (sgd) 


Sworn to and subscribed before me this 21st day of April, 
1936. 


CORA M. CONSTABLE (sgd) 
(Notarial Seal) Notary Public. 

Mv Commission expires: January 8-1938 
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Exhibit “A” 

SN-A 

Treasury Department 

Washington Jan 311936 

Office of Commissioner of Internal Revenue 


Air. Lawrence C. Phipps, 

610 Denver National Bank Building, 

Denver, Colorado. 

Sir: 

You are advised that the determination of vour income 
tax liability for the taxable year(s) 1932 discloses a de¬ 
ficiency of $14,666.16 as shown in the statement attached. 

In accordance with section 272(a) of the Revenue Act 
of 1932, as amended by section 501 of the Revenue Act of 
1934, notice is herein* given of the deficiency mentioned. 
Within ninety days (not counting Sunday or a legal holi¬ 
day in the District of Columbia as the ninetieth dav) from 
the date of the mailing of this letter, you may file a peti¬ 
tion with the United States Board of Tax Appeals for a 
redetermination of the deficiency. 

Should you not desire to file a petition, you are requested 
to execute the enclosed form and forward it to the Com¬ 
missioner of Internal Revenue, Washington, D. C., for the 
attention of IT :C :P-7. The signing and filing of this form 
will expedite the closing of your return(s) by permitting 
an early assessment of the deficiency and will prevent the 
accumulation of interest, since the interest period termin¬ 
ates thirty davs after films; the form, or on the date assess- 
ment is made, whichever is earlier. 

Respectfully, 

GUY T. HELVERING, 

Commissioner. 

By CHAS. T. RUSSELL 
Deputy Commissioner. 

Enclosures: 

Statement 

Form 870 
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10 Statement 

IT :AR :E-2 
MMR-90D 

In re:.Mr. Lawrence C. Phipps, 

610 Denver National Bank Building, 

Denver, Colorado. 

Income Tax Liability 

Income Income 

Year Tax Liability Tax Assessed Deficiency 
1932 $119,754.15 $105,087.99 $14,666.16 

Reference is made to Bureau letter dated August 14,1935 
advising you of the approval of the report submitted by j 
the internal revenue agent in charge at Denver, Colorado; 
and to your protests dated September 12, 1935 and Decern- j 
ber 5, 1935 and additional information furnished subse- j 
qucntlv by Mr. Garner, by mail and at conferences held in j 
this oliice November 22, 1935 and December 17, 1935. | 

After careful consideration of the evidence furnished j 
this office holds that the loss of $39,781.89 claimed on de- j 
molition of building at 1154 East Colfax Avenue, Denver, 
Colorado does not constitute an allowable deduction as con- 
templed by article 171, Regulations 77, relative to the Rev¬ 
enue Act of 1932. 

In this connection vour attention is invited to the follow- 

% 

ing cases: 

In the case of George E. Hamilton (30 B. T. A. #30) in 
which it is stated: 

“Under the decision of the Supreme Court in Heiner 
v. Tindle (276 IT. S. 582), the use of property to produce 
revenue is characterized as a transaction entered into for 
profit, and until there is an appropriation of the property 
to rental purposes, it retains its character as a residence.” 

Similarly in the case of Joseph F. Cullman, Jr. (16 B. 

T. A. 991), it is stated: 

“The conversion of property from residence to business 
uses does not take place when abandoned as a residence 
and offered for sale or rent. Such an act does not 

11 constitute a transaction entered into for profit. When 
the property is leased, such a transaction takes 

place. ’ ’ 
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The Tindle case and the cases cited above all appear to 
express the conclusion that the conversion of the property 
from personal residence to business uses does not take 
place until the property is rented or leased. Mere aban¬ 
donment is not sufficient to cause conversion nor is the con¬ 
sideration of offers for purchase or rent. The loss claimed 
is therefore not allowed. This loss was not claimed on your 
return but request for its allowance was made in claim for 
refund of $23,181.22. 

For the foregoing reasons your claim will be rejected 
and you will be notified of such rejection by registered mail 
in accordance with section 1103(a) of the Revenue Act of 
1932. 

A synopsis of your return as adjusted follows: 

Capital Net 

Ordinarv Loss 

•> 

Net income reported on return $310,771.84 ($165,719.32) 

Addition: 

Contributions 24,857.90 


Net income adjusted $335,629.74 ($165,719.32) 

Explanation of Change 

Contributions have been reduced from $54,S42.09 to $24,- 
857.90, which have been computed on your net income after 
deduction of capital net loss as follows: 

Ordinary income exclusive of 
deduction for contributions $365,613.93 

Less: 

Capital net loss 165,719.32 


Net income $199,894.61 

Allowable contributions 

15% of $199,894.61 $29,984.19 

12 In view of the decision of the Supreme Court of 
the United States in the case of Susan Dwight Bliss, 
this office consistently holds that ordinarv income should 
be reduced by amount of capital net loss for the purpose 
of computing allowable 15 per cent deduction for contri¬ 
butions. 

Your contention in regard to this issue is therefore de¬ 
nied. 
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Computation of Tax ; 

Capital net loss $165,719.32 j 

Ordinary net income $335,629.74 

Less: 

Dividends $279,550.50 

Liberty bond interest 924.38 j 

Per exemption and credit 

for dependents 2,900.00 283,374.88 

I 

- ! 

$ 52,254.86 j 

$ 160.00 I 

3,860.39 
139,131.17 


$143,151.56 

i 

j 

20,714.92 


$122,436.64 

2,682.49 | 

— 

$119,754.15 
$119,754.15 | 

i 

105,087.99 
$ 14,666.16 

13 A copy of this letter has been mailed to your rep¬ 
resentative Allen G. Gartner, Washington, D. C. in 
accordance with the authority conferred upon him in the 
power of attorney executed by you and on file with the 
Bureau. 


Income subject to normal tax 
Normal tax at 4% on $4,000.00 
Normal tax at 8% on $48,254.86 
Surtax on $335,629.74 

Total 
Less: 

12 1/2% on capital net loss 
of $165,719.32 

Balance 

Less: 

Tax paid at source 
Tax liability 

Corrected income tax liability 
Income tax assessed, 
original, account No. 200008 

Deficiency 


14 •Exhibit “B” 

Cost of Building, February 17, 1902 
Cost of Improvements during 1903 
Cost of Improvements during 1905 


$ 46,200.00 
57,143.26 | 

1,549.90 


Total cost to August 28, 1925 $104,893.16 

Fair Market Value as of August 2S, 1925 $104,893.16 
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Depreciation allowed (but not less than 
amount allowable) from 1925 to July 5, 

19.32, or 7 years. 

7/50ths of $46,200.00 $6,468.00 

7/49ths of $57,14.3.26 8,163.32 

7/47tlis of $ 1,549.90 230.84 14,862.16 


Adjusted Basis, 1932: $ 90,031.00 

Less: Xet amount realized from salvage: 591.40 


Loss on Demolition: $S9,439.60 

15 Endorsed: Received Jun 13 1936 U. S. Board of 
Tax Appeals 

Endorsed: United States Board of Tax Appeals Filed 
Jun 13 1936 

United States Board of Tax Appeals 
B. T. A. Xo. 83864 
Lawrence C. Phipps, Petitioner , 


vs. 

Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Respondent. 

A nsicer 

(tomes Xow the respondent by his attorney, Herman Oli- 
phant, General Counsel for the Department of the Treas¬ 
ury, and for answer to the petition of the above-named 
taxpayer, admits and denies as follows: 

1. Admits that the petition is an individual residing at 
Denver, Colorado. For the calendar year 1932, he filed his 
income tax return in the office of the Collector of Internal 
Revenue for the District of Colorado, at Denver, Colorado. 
Denies the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 1 
of the petition. 

2. Admits the allegations contained in Paragraph 2 of 
the petition. 

3. Admits the allegations contained in Paragraph 3 of 
the petition. 

4 (a). Denies that the respondent erred in the determina¬ 
tion of the deficiency as alleged in sub-paragraph (a) of 
Paragraph 4 of the petition. 
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5 (a-1) to (a-3), incl. Denies the allegations contained in 
sub-paragraplis (a-1) to (a-3), inclusive, of Paragraph 
5 of the petition. 

(a-4). Admits the allegations contained in sub-para¬ 
graph (a-4) of Paragraph 5 of the petition. 

(a-5) & (a-6). Denies the allegations contained 
10 in sub-paragraphs (a-5) and (a-6) of Paragraph 5 
of the petition. 

(a-7). Admits that on or about September 12, 1935, pe¬ 
titioner filed with the Collector of Internal Revenue for the 
Collection District of Colorado, a claim for refund of the 
Federal income taxes, but no part thereof has been re¬ 
funded. Denies the remaining allegations contained in sub¬ 
paragraph (a-7) of Paragraph 5 of the petition. 

Denies generally and specifically each and every allega¬ 
tion in the petition not hereinbefore admitted, qualified or 
denied. 

Wherefore, it is prayed that the appeal be denied. 
(Signed) HERMAN OLIPHANT 

General Counsel for the 

Of Counsel: Department of the Treasury. 

D. A. TAYLOR, 

F. S. GETTLE, 

Spedal Attorneys, 

Bureau of Internal Revenue. 

FSG-spt 

6/11/36 

17 Endorsed: United States Board of Tax Appeals 
Lodged Jan 30 1939 

Filed Jan. 31,1939 

United States Board of Tax Appeals 

Docket No. 83864 

Lawrence C. Piiipps, Petitioner, 
vs. 

Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Respondent. 
Amendment to Petition 

Comes now petitioner, Lawrence C. Phipps, by his coun¬ 
sel, W. A. Seifert, and amends the petition heretofore filed 
in the above-entitled proceedings as follows: 
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1. Paragraph 4 is amended by adding another paragraph 
thereto reading as follows: 

(b) Respondent erroneously determined that ordinary 
income should be reduced by the amount of capital net 
loss for the purpose of computing allowable 15% deduc¬ 
tion for contributions and erroneously reduced the amount 
of allowable deductions from $54,842.09 to $29,- 

18 984.19, whereas contributions should have been al¬ 
lowed in the amount of $54,S42.09 on the basis of 

the net income shown in the return or in the amount of 
$41,426.15 if petitioner is entitled to a deduction from ordin¬ 
ary income by reason of the loss of $S9,439.60 referred to 
in paragraph 4 (a) hereof. 

2. Paragraph 5 is amended by adding the following para¬ 
graph thereto: 

(b-1) Petitioner contributed in the calendar year 1932 
$86,135 to organizations organized and operated exclusively 
for religious, charitable, scientific, literary or educational 
purposes, and in computing and paying his tax petitioner 
deducted $54,842.09 as contributions, said amount being 
15% of the ordinarv income shown bv the return without 
such ordinary income being reduced by the amount of capi¬ 
tal net loss. The respondent computed the allowable 
deduction at $29,984.19, which was 15% of the ordinary in¬ 
come shown by the return, after deducting the net capital 
loss. 

Wherefore, the petitioner renews the prayers set 

19 forth in his original petition. 

(Signed) DAVID A. REED W 

(Signed) W. A. SEIFERT 
(Signed) A. G. WALLERSTEDT 

ALLEN G. GARTNER 

Counsel for said Petitioner. 

REED, SMITH, SHAW & McCLAY, 

747 Union Trust Building, 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. 

ALLEN G. GARTNER, 

815 Fifteenth Street, N. W., 

Washington, D. C. 
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20 State of Colorado, 

City and County of Denver . ss: 

Lawrence C. Phipps, being* duly sworn, says that he is 
the petitioner above-named; that he has read the foregoing 
Amendment to Petition and is familiar with the statements 
contained therein; and that the facts set forth are true. 

(Signed) LAWRENCE C. PHIPPS 

Sworn and subscribed to before me this 25th day of 
January, 1939. 

CORA M. CONSTABLE 
Notary Public 

My commission expires: 

January 5, 1942 (Notarial Seal) 

21 Endorsed: Received Mar 3 -1939 U. S. Board 
of Tax Appeals 

Endorsed: United States Board of Tax Appeals Filed 
Mar 3 -1939 

United States Board of Tax Appeals 
Docket No. S3S64 
Lawrence C. Phipps, Petitioner, 
vs. 

Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Respondent . 

Answer to Petition, as Amended 

Comes Now the respondent by his attorney, J. P. Wen- 
chel, Chief Counsel, Bureau of Internal Revenue, and for 
answer to the petition, as amended, of the above-named 
taxpayer, admits and denies as follows: 

1. Admits that the petitioner is an individual residing at 
Denver, Colorado, and that for the calendar year 1932 his 
income tax return was filed in the office of the Collector of 
Internal Revenue for the District of Colorado at Denver, 
Colorado. Denies the remaining allegations contained in 
paragraph 1 of the petition, as amended. 

2. Admits the allegations contained in paragraph 2 of 
tlie petition, as amended. 



14 


LAWRENCE C. PHIPPS VS. GUY T. IIELVER1NG. 


3. Admits that the taxes in controversy are income taxes 
for the calendar vear 1932. Denies the remaining allega- 
tions contained in paragraph 3 of the petition, as amended. 

4. (a) and (b). Denies that the respondent committed 
error as alleged in subparagraphs (a) and (b) of para¬ 
graph 4 of the petition, as amended. 

5. (a-1) to (a-7), inclusive. Denies the allegations con¬ 
tained in subparagraphs (a-1) to (a-7), inclusive, of para¬ 
graph 5 of tl»e petition, as amended. 

22 5(b-l). Denies the allegations contained in sub- 
paragraph (b-1) of paragraph 5 of the petition, as 

amended. 

6. Denies, generally and specifically, each and every al¬ 
legation contained in the petition not hereinbefore admit¬ 
ted, qualified or denied. 

Wherefore, it is prayed that the appeal be denied. 

(Signed) J. P. WE NO IT EL GWK 

Chief Counsel, 

Bureau of Internal Revenue. 

Of Counsel: 

JOE D. HUGHES, 

Special Attorney, 

Bureau of Internal Revenue 

JDH/jsf 3-2-39 

23 United States Board of Tax Appeals 

Lawrence C. Piiipps, Petitioner, 
vs. 

Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Respondent. 
Docket Xo. 83864 

David A. Reed, Esq., and A. G. Wallerstedt, C. P. A., for 
the petitioner. 

Angus R. Shannon, Jr., Esq., for the respondent. 

Memorandum Findings of Fact and Opinion. 

Harron: Respondent has determined a deficiency of 
$14,666.16 in income tax for the year 1932, and petitioner 
has claimed and alleged an overpayment of $52,543.99 in 
income tax for that year. 
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The sole question is whether an alleged loss, which peti¬ 
tioner sustained in the taxable vear on the voluntary de- 

* V 

niolition of a house purchased and used by him as his per¬ 
sonal residence, and which petitioner failed to deduct in 
his return for the taxable year, is deductible under section 
23(e) of the Revenue Act of 1932. Respondent concedes 
that there is no deficiency in income tax for the taxable 

vear. 

% 

Findings of Fact. 

Petitioner is a resident of Denver, Colorado. He filed 

his income tax return for the vear 1932 with the collector 

* 

of internal revenue for the district of Colorado. 

In 1902 petitioner purchased a house and several lots at 
1154 East Colfax Avenue, Denver, Colorado; and through 
the purchase of adjoining lots, he became in 1918 the owner 
of the entire frontage on East Colfax Avenue between 
Marion and Downing Streets. 

During the period from 1902 to 1919 petitioner occupied 
the house as a residence. In 1919 he took up his residence 
elsewhere; and in 1925 he moved his furnishings and per¬ 
sonal effects from the house, and listed the house and the 
lots for sale with real estate brokers. 

In 1925 the neighborhood in which the house and lots 
were situated was developing into, and was zoned as, a 
business section. 

During the period from 1925 to 1932 the brokers made 
diligent efforts to sell or to lease the house and the lots 
for various uses, including a mortuary, and office building, 
an apartment, a hotel, a restaurant, a confectionary, a 
theatre, stores, a clubhouse, a clinic, an amusement center, 
a bowling alley, and a swimming pool. During that period 
a caretaker lived in the house, and the house and lots were 
maintained in good condition. 

During the period from 1925 to 1932, inclusive, the house 
and lots never were leased or sold, and the house never was 
remodeled to fit it for business purposes. 

In 1932 the house was demolished by petitioner in order 
to reduce real estate taxes. 

24 Opinion. 

The sole question is whether an alleged loss sustained by 
petitioner on the voluntary demolition of the house at 1154 
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Colfax Avenue in the taxable year was deductible under sec¬ 
tion 23(e) of the Revenue Act of 1932, the pertinent provi¬ 
sions of which are set forth in the margin. 1 

In original and amended claims for refund petitioner 

claimed a refund of tax for the taxable year on the ground 

that he had sustained a loss on the voluntarv demolition of 

the house at 1154 Colfax Avenue and had failed to deduct 

the loss in his return for the taxable vear. The claims 

•> 

for refund were rejected by respondent. In his petition 
petitioner alleges that respondent erred in failing to allow 
the alleged loss as a deduction. Petitioner contends that 
the alleged loss was deductible under section 23(e) either 
as a loss incurred in “trade or business’ 1 or as a loss in¬ 
curred in a “transaction entered into for profit.” 

A loss sustained on the sale of a house purchased and 
used as a personal residence is not deductible unless prior 
to sale the house is “appropriated to income-producing pur¬ 
poses”, or, in other words, is converted from residential 
property into business property. See Ileiner v. Tindie, 276 
U. S. 582; Fremont C. Peck, 34 B. T. A. 402; Art. 171, Reg¬ 
ulations 77, the pertinent provisions of which are set forth 
in the margin. 2 Residential property is converted into 
business property when it is rented; Ileiner v. Tindle, 
supra; Art. 171, Regulations 77; or when it is remodeled 
to fit it for business purposes. See Morgan v. Commis- 
sio?ier, 76 Fed. (2d) 390, 391; Rumsey v. Commissioner, 82 
Fed. (2d) 158, 160. However, residential property is not 
converted into business property when it is abandoned as 
a residence and placed in the hands of real estate brokers 

1 SEC. 23, DEDUCTIONS FROM GROSS INCOME. 

In computing net income there shall be allowed as deductions: 

*#»»»»* 

(e) Losses by Individuals,— * * * in the case of an individual, losses 

sustained during the taxable year and not compensated for by insurance or 
otherwise— 

(1) if incurred in trade or business; or 

(2) if incurred in any transaction entered into for profit, though 

not connected with the trade or business; * * *. 

2 Art. 171. Losses.—* * * 

»»*«### 

A loss on the sale of residential property purchased or constructed by the 
taxpayer for use as his personal residence and so used by him up to the time 
of the scale is not deductible. Where, however, property so purchased or con¬ 
structed is prior to its sale rented or otherwise appropriated to income-pro¬ 
ducing purposes and is used for such purposes up to the time of its sale, a 
loss from the sale of the property * * * is an allowable deduction * * *. 
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to soli or to rent. Morgan v. Commissioner, supra; Rum- 
sey v. Commissioner, supra; Schmidlapp v. Commissioner, 

96 Fed. (2) 680; Fremont C. Peck, supra. Nor is residen- j 
tial property converted into business property merely be¬ 
cause the real estate brokers make active and diligent ef- | 
forts to sell or rent the property. See Fremont C. Peck, 
supra; George E. Hamilton, 30 B. T. A. 160. The same 
principles apply to a loss sustained on the voluntarily dem¬ 
olition of property purchased and used as a personal resi¬ 
dence. Paul & Mertens, Law of Federal Income Taxation, 
Vol. 3, sec. 26.96. 

The application of the principles set forth above to the 
facts present here clearly shows that the house at 1154 
Colfax Avenue was never converted, prior to its demolition ! 
in the taxable year, from residential property into busi T j 
ness property. Petitioner claims both in his petition and 
in his briefs that the house was converted into business 
property in 1925. However, there are no facts to show that 
the house was converted into business property either in j 
1925 or at any other time prior to its demolition in 
25 the taxable year. The house never was leased or 
remodeled to fit it for business purposes. Neither 
the abandonment of the house as a residence, nor the list- j 
ing of the house with brokers for sale, nor the active efforts 
made bv the brokers to sell or rent the house and the ad- 
joining lots for various business uses, nor the fact that the j 
neighborhood in which the house was situated was develop¬ 
ing into a business section, was sufficient to effect a con- j 
version of the house into business property. In view of j 
this conclusion it is not necessary to consider whether pe¬ 
titioner was engaged in the real estate business during the 
period from 1925 to 1932, inclusive, or whether petitioner 
actually sustained a loss on the voluntarv demolition of the 
house. Since the alleged loss sustained by petitioner on 
the voluntary demolition of the house is not deductible, pe¬ 
titioner made no overpayment in income tax for the tax¬ 
able year. 

The deficiency in tax resulted solelv from the method 
* * 

used by respondent in computing the amount of the con¬ 
tributions made by petitioner in the taxable year which 
was allowable as a deduction under section 23(n) of the 
Revenue Act of 1932. Respondent computed that amount 
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allowable as a deduction by subtracting from net income, 
without the benefit of the deduction for contributions, the 
capital net loss sustained by petitioner in the taxable year, 
and by multiplying the result by 15 percent. The use of 
this method of computation resulted in a reduction in the 
amount allowable as a deduction for contributions from 
$54,842.09, the amount which was taken by petitioner as a 
deduction in his return, to $29,984.19. 

Respondent concedes that he erred in subtracting from 
net income, without the benefit of the deduction for con¬ 
tributions, the capital net loss sustained by petitioner in 
computing the amount of contributions allowable as a de¬ 
duction. United States v. Pleasants , 305 U. S. 357. Thus, 
there is no deficiency in petitioner’s income tax for the tax¬ 
able year. 

Decision will be entered that there is no over¬ 
payment of tax and no deficiency in tax. 

Enter: 

Entered June 8, 1940. 

26 United States Board of Tax Appeals 

Washington 

Docket No. 83864 
Lawrence C. Phipps, Petitioner , 
vs. 

Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Respondent. 

Decision 

Pursuant to the determination of the Board, as set forth 
in its Memorandum Findings of Fact and Opinion, entered 
June 8, 1940, it is Ordered and Decided: That there is 
no deficiencv or overpayment in income tax for the vear 
1932. 

Enter: 

Entered: June S, 1940 (s) C. R. ARUNDELL 

Member. 
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27 Endorsed: United States Board of Tax Appeals 
Filed Aug - 6 1940 

United States Board of Tax Appeals 
Docket No. 83864 


Lawrence C. Phipps, Petitioner , 
vs. 

Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Respondent. 

Stipulation 

Pursuant to the provisions of Section 1141(b)(2) of the 
Internal Revenue Code, it is hereby stipulated and agreed 
by the parties to the above-entitled cause, by their respec¬ 
tive attorneys, that any appeal by either party from the 
decision of the United States Board of Tax Appeals, en¬ 
tered on June 8, 1940, may be taken to the United States 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia, and that 
said court shall have jurisdiction of any such appeal. 

(s) JOSEPH G. ROBINSON 
Attorney for Petitioner. 

(s) SAMUEL 0. CLARK, JR. 
Attorney for Respondent. 

August 2nd, 1940. 

28 Filed Aug. 16, 1940 

United States Board of Tax Appeals 
Docket No. 83864. 


Lawrence C. Phipps, Petitioner , 
v. 

Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Respondent. 
Petition for Review 

To the Honorable, The Judges of the United States Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia 


Your petitioner, Lawrence C. Phipps, respectfully repre¬ 
sents : 


I. 


Jurisdiction for Review 

This is a petition for review by the United States Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia of a decision of 
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the United States Board of Tax Appeals entered on June 
8, 1040, finding that there was no deficiency or overpayment 
in the income taxes of your petitioner for the calandar year 
1932. Your petitioner is a resident of the City of Denver, 
Colorado, and filed his income tax return for the calendar 
year 1932 with the Collector of Internal Revenue for the 
Collection District of Colorado, at Denver, Colorado, within 
the time prescribed by law and paid the tax shown 

29 to be due thereon. On September 12,1935, petitioner 
filed with said Collector a claim for refund of Fed¬ 
eral income tax overpaid for the year 1932, and on February 
25, 1939, an amended claim for refund was filed with said 
Collector. 

The United States Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia has jurisdiction of this petition by reason of the 
stipulation entered into by petitioner and respondent under 
date of August 2, 1940, pursuant to Section 1141 (b)(2) of 
the Internal Revenue Code. 

II. 

Nature of the Controversy 

The single question in this case is whether petitioner 
was entitled to deduct from his gross income for the year 
1932 the loss sustained by him upon the demolition in the 
year 1932 of a structure formerly used by petitioner as a 
residence. 

Prior to 1901 petitioner was a resident of Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania. In that year lie removed, with his family, 
to Denver, Colorado, and in 1902 purchased a house and lot 
at 1154 East Colfax Avenue, Denver. It is this residence 
which is the subject of this proceeding. In 1903 and 1905, 
petitioner made extensive improvements to the residence; 
and in 1917 and 1918, purchased all the enjoining lots in 
the block. The purpose of such acquisition was to ob- 

30 tain a site available for the construction of a large 
hotel, apartment house, or other buildings, as the 

neighborhood in those years was tending to develop along 
business lines. 

Petitioner occupied this residence from 1902 to 1919, 
when, having been elected United States Senator, he pur¬ 
chased a home in Washington, I). (’., and resided there for 
the greater part of his time thereafter until 1931. Beginning 
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in 1919, the residence on East Colfax Avenue was unoccu¬ 
pied, although habitable, but petitioner never again occu¬ 
pied it. On those occasions when he returned to Denver 
while he was still in the United States Senate, petitioner 
occupied homes which he rented. In August, 1925, petitioner 
purchased a new home in Denver in the name of his wife 
and moved to that new home all of his furniture, furnish¬ 
ings and personal effects which remained in the East Colfax 
Avenue residence. That residence remained unoccupied, 
except for a caretaker, until it was demolished in 1932. 

Beginning in the spring of 1924 and continuing after 
the abandonment of the residence on East Colfax Avenue in 


1925, petitioner undertook to sell, lease or otherwise de¬ 
velop the entire block on which the residence was located. 
The property was placed with a number of real estate 
brokers, and a large number of propositions leading to the 
sale or development of the property were considered, ex¬ 
tensive negotiations were held with prospective pur- 
31 chasers and extensive sums were expended in in¬ 
vestigating the feasibility of the many proposals. 
Petitioner’s hope at all times was to dispose of the property 
as a unit or to develop and use it for business purposes. 
Several of these proposals actually reached the stage where 
petitioner was in agreement with the other parties involved, 
but for one reason or another the negotiations had to be 
terminated in each case, in 1932, petitioner demolished the 
house at East Colfax Avenue. At that time the depreciated 
cost to petitioner of the building was £42,688.22. The 
salvage value thereof was $591.40. Petitioner thus sus¬ 


tained a loss of $42,096.82 from the demolition of the resi¬ 


dence. The fair market value of the residence in 1932 was 


in excess of $70,000.00. In 1934 petitioner conveyed the 
property to the Belcaro Realty Corporation, a company 
wholly owned by petitioner. 

For many years petitioner had been engaged in the real 
estate business for his own account among his other numer¬ 
ous activities. During the years 1904 to 1927, petitioner en¬ 
gaged in twenty-two large real estate transactions totaling 
well in excess of $3,000,000.00. Some of these transactions 
involved the purchase and sale of real estate, others the 
purchase and leasing of the properties for business pur¬ 
poses, and still others the purchase of large tracts for real 
estate subdivisions and developments. 
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Petitioner at all times during these years devoted 

32 his personal attention to the conduct of these busi¬ 
ness activities. For manv vears he maintained a 

* * 

suite of offices in Denver where his books of account, ledgers 
and records of all transactions were kept. He employed 
a private secretary and two stenographers-bookkeepers to 
do his bookkeeping and stenographic work in connection 
with his business. In addition, he consulted with his at¬ 
torneys, accountants and real estate brokers. Except for 
the period when he served in the United States Senate, 
petitioner maintained regular office hours and devoted his 
entire time to his business interests. All decisions with re¬ 
spect to these matters were made by him and during the 
time when he was in Washington, D. C., he was in frequent 
communication with his employees and consultants by tele¬ 
phone, telegraph and letter. 

In his income tax return for the year 1932, petitioner 
neglected to include as a deduction from gross income the 
loss incurred bv him in that vear bv reason of the dem- 

» •> mt 

olition of the house on East Colfax Avenue. On Septem¬ 
ber 12, 1935, he tiled with the Collector of Internal Revenue 
for the Collection District of Colorado a claim for refund 
of Federal income tax overpaid for the calendar year 1932. 
The basis of this claim was the loss sustained on the de¬ 
molition of the residence on East Colfax Avenue. An 
amendment to this refund claim was filed September 25, 
1939, setting forth additional facts in relation thereto. 

Petitioner contends that he was engaged in the real 

33 estate business for many years including the years 
1924 to 1932, inclusive, and that he is entitled to a 

deduction in 1932 upon the demolition of the East Colfax 
Avenue house equal to the depreciated cost thereof as a 
loss sustained in his trade or business under Section 23 
(c)(1) of the Revenue Act of 1932. He further contends that 
even if it be determined that he was not engaged in the 
real estate business during the years involved, he is still 
entitled to a deduction under Section 23 (c)(2) of said 
Revenue Act as a loss sustained in a transaction entered 
into for profit. 

The Board of Tax Appeals in a memorandum opinion 
by Board Member Harron held that petitioner was not 
entitled to the loss and refused to order a refund. The 
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Commissioner of Internal Revenue conceded at the hearing 
of the case before the Board that there was no deficiency. 
The Board in its opinion did not pass on the question of 
whether petitioner was engaged in the real estate business, 
merely holding that there were no facts to show that the 
house was converted into business property in the year 
1925 or at any other time prior to its destruction. 

III. 

Assignments of Errors 

In making its decision as aforesaid, the United States 
Board of Tax Appeals committed the following errors, upon 
which your petitioner relies as the basis of this proceed¬ 
ing: 

34 1. The Board erred in finding that there were no 

facts to show that the East Colfax Avenue house was 
converted into business property either in 1925 or at any 
other time prior to its demolition in the taxable year. 

2. The Board erred in failing to find that petitioner was 
engaged in the real estate business during the period from 
1925 to 1932, inclusive. 

3. The Board erred in failing to find as a matter of fact 
and as a matter of law that petitioner sustained a loss in 
connection with his trade or business upon the demolition of 
the house on East Colfax Avenue in 1932. 

4. The Board erred in failing to find as a matter of law 
and as a matter of fact that petitioner sustained a loss in 
a transaction entered into for profit upon the demolition 
of the East Colfax Avenue house in 1932. 

5. The Board erred in failing to find as a matter of law 
and as a matter of fact that petitioner was entitled to de¬ 
duct from his gross income for the year 1932 the depreciated 
cost to petitioner of the East Colfax Avenue house. 

6. The Board erred in failing to find that petitioner was 
entitled to a refund for the year 1932 in the amount of 
$23,187.89. 

Wherefore, Your petitioner prays that the United States 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia may review 
the decision ot the United States Board of Tax Appeals in 
this cause, reverse the same, and direct the entry of a de¬ 
cision by said Board in favor of petitioner determining that 


I 
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petitioner has overpaid his income tax for the year 1932, 
and grant to this petitioner such other and further relief 
as the said court may deem just and proper in the premises. 

D. A. REED 

JOSEPH G. ROBINSON 
Attorneys for Petitioner. 

DAVID A. REED, 

JOSEPH G. ROBINSON, 

REED, SMITH, SHAW & McCLAY, 

747 Union Trust Building, 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. 

35 Endorsed: United States Board of Tax Appeals 
Filed Aug 16 1940 

United States Board of Tax Appeals 

Docket No. 83864. 

Lawrence C. Phipps, Petitioner, 
v. 

Commissioner ok Internal Revenue, Respondent. 

To: JOHN P. AVENCHEL, ESQ., 

General Counset, 

Bureau of Internal Revenue, 

Attorney for Respondent. 

You are hereby notified that a Petition for Review in 
the above-entitled cause, addressed to the Court of Appeals 
of the District of Columbia, was filed with the United States 
Board of Tax Appeals on the 16th day of August, 1940. 

A copy of said petition is served upon you herewith. 

D. A. REED 

JOSEPH G. ROBINSON 
Attorneys for Petitioner, 

747 Union Trust Building, 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. 

Service accepted this 16tli day of August, 1940. 

J. P. WENCHEL 

Chief Counsel, 

Bureau of Interned Revenue, 

Attorney for Respondent. 
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36 Filed Oct, 5, 1939 i 

United States Board of Tax Appeals 
Docket Xo. 83S64. 

Lawrence C. Piiipps, Petitioner , 
v. 

Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Respondent. 


Reporter’s Minutes 

Hearing at Denver, Colo., on the IStli day of September, 
1939, at 2 p. m. 


! 

The above-entitled proceeding came on for hearing on j 
this the 18th day of September, 1939, before the Honorable j 
Marion J. Harron, Member of the United States Board of j 
Tax Appeals, at Denver, Colo., pursuant to notice of hear¬ 
ing heretofore given, whereupon the following proceedings ! 
were had and testimony given, to-wit: 

V / j 

Appearances: 

David A. Reed, Esq., Attorney at Law, and A. G. j 
Wallerstedt, Certified Public Accountant, 747 Union j 
Trust Building, Pittsburgh, Pa., appearing on behalf I 
of Petitioner. ' 

Angus R. Shannon, Jr., Esq. (Hon. J. P. Wen- j 
37 chel, Chief Counsel, Bureau of Internal Rev¬ 

enue), Carbide and Carbon Building, 912 Bal- 1 
timore Avenue, Kansas City, Mo., appearing on 
behalf of Respondent. 


38 Index of 

Witnesses 



Direct 

Lawrence C. Phipps, 4 

Cross 

60 

Re¬ 

direct 

Re- 

cross 

Print 

27 

Theodore M. Chrysler, 68 

— 

— 

— 

63 

L. F. Eppich, 86 

94 

102 

— 

73 
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Index of Exhibits 

ForIden- In 
tification Evidence Print 

Petitioner’s Exhibit Xo. 1, 3 3 26 

“ “ “ 2, 4 4 26 

“ “ “ 3, 4 4 27 

“ “ “ 4,5, and 6 42 67 49 

“ “ “ 7, 42 135 101 

39 Proceedings 

The Clerk. Docket Xo. 83864. Lawrence C. Phipps. 

"Will you state your appearances, please? 

Mr. Reed. David A. Reed and A. G. AVallerstedt, for 
petitioner. 

Mr. Shannon. Angus R. Shannon, Jr., for respondent. 

Mr. Reed. If it please the Court, I offer in evidence the 
petitioner's original income tax return for the year 1932. 
Mr. Shannon. Xo objection. 

Mr. Reed. And ask permission to withdraw the original 
and substitute a photostatic copy, or a copy or some sort. 

The Member. The exhibit will be received as petitioner’s 
exhibit Xo. 1, and you may substitute a pliotostatic copy. 

(The income tax return so offered and received in evi¬ 
dence was marked “Petitioner’s Exhibit Xo. 1,” and made 
a part of this record.) 

Mr. Reed. I offer in evidence the original refund claim, 
dated September 12, 1935, with a similar understanding as 
to filing a pliotostatic copy. 

Mr. Shannon. Xo objection. 

The Member. It will be received as petitioner’s exhibit 
Xo. 2. 

40 (The refund claim so offered and received in evi¬ 
dence, was marked “Petitioner's Exhibit Xo. 2,” and 

made a part of this record.) 

The Member. Is there a claim for refund involved in 
this proceeding? 
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Mr. Reed. Yes, Your Honor. 

I offer in evidence an amendment to the refund claim, 
dated February 25, 1939, with the same provision as to the 
substitution of a copy. 

Mr. Shannon. No objection. 

The Member. It will be received as petitioner’s ex- i 
hibit 3. 

(The amendment to the refund claim so offered and re- j 
ceived in evidence, was marked “Petitioner’s Exhibit No. j 
3,” and made a part of this record.) 

Mr. Reed. Does Your Honor wish me to make a state¬ 
ment as to the character of this refund claim? 

The Member. Xot at the present time. Proceed. 

Mr. Reed. Senator Phipps, will you take the stand, 
please ? 

Evidence on Behalf of Petitioners: 

Thereupon the petitioner, to maintain the averments of j 
his petition, introduced the following proof: 

Lawrence C. Phipps, called as a witness on his own be¬ 
half, having been first duly sworn, was examined and testi¬ 
fied as follows: 

41 Direct Examination 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. State your name, please. A. Lawrence 0. Phipps. 

Q. Senator Phipps, where do you live ? A. 3400 Belcaro 
Drive, Denver. 

Q. How long have you lived at that address? A. Since 
June 30, 1932. 

Q. Prior to that where was your residence? A. We had 
a residence at Xo. 360 High Street. 

Q. When did you move into that residence at Xo. 360 
High Street? A. In 1925; I think, shortly after the ad¬ 
journment of the Senate. Mrs. Phipps had been here prior 
to that time and had made the purchase herself, and the 
property is in her own name. 

Q. Prior to 1925 where did you live? A. At Xo. 1154 
East Colfax Avenue, Denver. That is to say, that was our 
home, although after I went to the Senate in 1919 we did 
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not reoccupv the house. When we came to Denver for visits 
or during- the vacation of the Senate we rented other homes. 

Q. How long had you owned that East Colfax property? 
A. I had owned it since April of 1902. Prior to that I had 
leased it, from the preceding September, September, 
42 1901, or it may have been July or August. I am not 

sure of the term of the lease. 

Q. So you lived there practically constantly from 1902 
until you were elected to the Senate? A. 1 did. 

Q. When was that, that the term of the Senate began? 
A. The term of the Senate began March 4, 1919. I was 
elected in 1918, in November. 

Q. And you were reelected after a 6-year term? A. I 


was. 


Q. And that carried you up to 1931, as I recall it. 
Right. 

Q. Did you then leave the Senate? A. I did. 

Q. That is, your service in the Senate ceased in 1931 ? 
Correct. 


A. 

A. 


Q. And it was then that you moved into the— It was 
the year after that that you moved into the Belcaro build¬ 
ing? A. Yes. We had used the High Street house the 
preceding year during the time we were in Denver. 

Q. When you ceased to live in the East Colfax Property 
in 1919, did von move vour furniture out of that house at 
once? A. We moved quite a lot of the furniture to Wash¬ 
ington, where I had acquired a residence, not as a le- 
43 gal residence but as a place in which to live during 
my time of service. We took the more important 
furniture, and our pictures—paintings. 

Q. But you left a good deal of furniture in the Colfax 
house? A. Oh, yes. It was habitable. 

Q. You did not live there again until 1925, you say? A. 
We did not live there at all ? 

Q. But in 1925 what did you do with the balance of the 
furniture that was remaining in the house? A. In 1925 we 
moved all of the remaining furniture to No. 360 High Street. 

Q. And thereafter was the Colfax Avenue property habit¬ 
able? A. No, it wasn’t. It was vacant, except in the 
servants’ quarters we had a caretaker. 

Q. Did you make whatever current repairs were neces¬ 
sary to the house? A. We not only kept up the house 
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but we also kept up the grounds, so as to have it nice ! 
appearing, but 1 had always had in mind the disposition of j 
the property as an entirety. j 

Q. Did vou keep the plumbing in good condition? A. 
We did. 

Q. And the roof ? A. And kept the roof repaired. 

Q. Senator Phipps, what is your business? A. 

44 Well, it is investments, and dealing in stocks and j 
bonds, and trading in and developing and improving 

real estate—buying and selling. 

Q. How long have you been an operator in real estate in 
that manner? A. I should sav definitclv since the year 
1904. Shortly after I acquired a Denver residence I dis¬ 
posed of our former home in Pittsburgh, which was a large 
property, and took several pieces of real estate in part 
payment, and then 1 tried to realize on them. 

Q. Have you had prepared a memorandum to refresh 
your recollection about your dealings and operations of 
realty? A. Yes, I have. I notice one thing in that con¬ 
nection—one or two slight corrections. 

The year 1901 is given as the acquisition of the Pitts¬ 
burgh property. That is a clerical error. It should be 
1904. It relates to these several properties. 

Q. Xow, refreshing your recollection by that memoran¬ 
dum, will you tell the Court, please, what properties you had 
in Pittsburgh in 1904? A. What is known as the Third 
Avenue property, two 3-story buildings, with storerooms 
on the first door, and various business tenants on the upper 
floors. 

Q. You acquired that, you say, in 1904? A. 1 did. 

45 Q. Do you still own and operate it? A. 1 do. It is 
rented. 

Q. What was the next property in Pittsburgh? A. 
Liberty Avenue property, which is in the neighborhood 
of the Union Station. There were tenement buildings on 
it that were antiquated and of very little value, so they 
were wrecked when I had an opportunity, or thought it was 
one, to erect a building, a branch post office for the Federal 
Government. 

I tore down the tenement houses and erected the new 
building and furnished it, including the equipment, lock 
boxes, and everything pertaining to the running of a post 
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office, and after about two and a half years the Govern¬ 
ment arbitrarily cancelled the 10-vear lease. They had a 
right to do it, under the law, they couldn’t be bound for 
more than a year, but it involved considerable loss because 
they refused to consider purchasing the lock boxes, which 
had been built to their specifications and had to be wrecked. 

Q. Do you still own that property? A. Xo. I later dis¬ 
posed of that at a considerable loss. I lost almost what it 
had cost me to put up that building for the government. 

Q. I neglected to ask you what the cost to you was of 
the Third Avenue property. A. The Third Avenue prop¬ 
erty cost me $55,000. 

Q. IIow much did this post office property cost 
40 you? A. It cost me, including the building, $141,000. 

Q. What did you sell it for? A. About $100,000. 

Q. Xow, what other property did you have in Pittsburgh? 
A. Well, there was one known as 5906-8-10 Penn Avenue, 
improved with 1-story buildings which were rented for 
business purposes. 

That cost, in all, including the mortgage which was as¬ 
sumed and which I later paid, $245,000. 

I still own that property. It is rented. 

Q. It is still occupied by tenants, is it? A. It is. 

Q. What else did you have in Pittsburgh ? A. Well, with 
that block, 5819-21 Penn Avenue, which was a double-story 
building, with stores on the first floor and tenants on the 
second floor. 

Q. What was the total cost of that? A. The total cost 
was $60,000. In 1913 it was traded for an equity in 5900-2-4 
Penn Avenue. 

I might explain that that acquisition rounded out the 
5906-8-10, so as to make one large block, running from the 
corner on an improved street. 

There was a mortgage on that property which I paid off; 
and, figuring the equity in 5819-21, it meant about $150,000 
for that property. 

47 Q. Did you afterwards acquire this 5S19-21 Penn 
Avenue property? A. I did. When the purchasers 
took it over they wanted to borrow money on it, and I 
loaned them $40,000. Eventually they defaulted in their 
payments and surrendered, without suit, or anything else— 
just allowed ordinary foreclosure proceedings. 
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Then, having gotten it back, I eventually sold it at a 
little more than the $40,000, I believe. 

Q. What other property had you in Pittsburgh? A. 
Well, there was an apartment house known as the Lennox 
Apartments. That was out in suburban Pittsburgh. 

Taking it in in trade for my former Pittsburgh resi¬ 
dence, and taking the real estate people’s and appraisers’ 
values, it stood on my books at $100,000, but when I came 
to sell it in 1922 I only realized about $84,000. 

Q. What other property? A. A property known as 
the Scott Place, in Pittsburgh. That is in the downtown 
section, adjoining developed property, hotels and tenement 
buildings. It looked like a good thing to take that for de¬ 
velopment later. 

As a matter of fact, the expectations were not realized, 
and eventuallv we tore down the tenement houses, which 
were very old, and another small building that was on the 
property, and rented it as a parking lot. 

That has been rented for sometime, bringing in 
4S reasonable return. 

Q. You still own it? A. 1 still own it. 

Q. How much does that stand at? A. $80,000. 

Q. Are there still other properties in Pittsburgh? A. 
Going back again to the 5900-2-4 Penn Avenue property, 
which, as I say, was acquired by the equity of $50,000 in 
the other building, and a mortgage of $100,000, it stands 
at $150,000. 

I still own it. It is rented. 

Q. It stands at $150,000, you say? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you own any other property in Pennsylvania, or 
does that complete the list ? A. That completes the Penn¬ 
sylvania list. 

Q. Now, coming to Colorado. A. Well, aside from the 
Colfax property, I had a deal in Estes Park, on hotel prop¬ 
erty, a resort place there. I had a half-interest in it. 

We had a lease and option, and on my investment of 
$10,000, I finally sold out, in 1908, for $12,000; so I had a 
small profit. 

Q. What is your next property? A. Then I 
49 owned a house in Montclair, N. J., which I pur¬ 
chased in 1920, business and residence property. 
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It cost me $19,000, and after holding it for three or four 
years I sold it for $18,000. 

Q. What else? A. Well, I had an interest in a mining 
proposition out at Bodie, Calif., known as the Standard 
Consolidated Mining Company. I had a one-sixth interest 
in it. From 1915 to 1923 they acquired different proper¬ 
ties, and my one-sixth interest cost me about $ 10 , 000 . 

Now, we sold off part of that property, so I got my in¬ 
vestment back, together with a profit of about $2,000. 

I still hold my one-sixth interest in what is left, on which 
there is an option, at the present time, for a purchase at 
$ 100 , 000 . 

Q. What was your next real estate operation ? A. Well, 
going back just a year or two before that, 1 became in¬ 
terested in the subdivision known as the Country Club 
Place, where what was known as the Raitlmian Syndicate 
acquired an acreage. 

Q. That is in Denver? A. Yes. We purchased it in 
1902 to 1904—quite a tract of land—and sold, 1 think it was 
120 acres out of that plot to the Denver Country Club, 
which is now operated as the Denver Country Club. 

Q. What did you do with the balance? A. The 
50 balance of the property was subdivided, and we 
began selling off these parcels, I think, in about 
1900, and concluded the sales in 1927, when we had our 
final distribution in the form of a dividend, and my re¬ 
ceipts were about $37,000 on my original investment. 

The success with that property led me to purchase the 
adjoining property, in two tracts, the Richardson and 
Whitehead properties, between Race and High Streets, 
running from First Avenue to Third Avenue. I have been 
the sole owner of that; no one else has been interested. 

I acquired that in 1911, and, as I say, the Fourth Avenue 
Realty Company, which suceeded the Raitlmian Syndicate, 
had been closing out its property, so \ve didn’t begin to 
make movement until 1923. Of course the war had inter¬ 
vened, and there was no movement of residence property 
carried on. 

Q. I don’t believe you told us, Senator Phipps, how 
much you put into the Fourth Avenue property. A. $10,- 
475 for my interest; and received nearly $37,000 back. 
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On the Richardson and Whitehead properties we laid 
out streets and developed it, putting in all of the necessary 
sidewalks, sewer and water connections, lights, and all of 
that. 

Q. You said “we” did that. Did you have any 

51 associates there? A. No. I owned this solely. I 
never have had any partnership in it. 

Q. How many lots were laid out on that property? A. 
About 200 lots have been sold out of the 240 that were 
originally plotted. 

The cost to me, including all improvements, was about 
$90,000, and up to 193(5, inclusive, 1 have realized about 
$155,000 from that. There have no sales since that time. 

Q. You still own about 40 lots? A. 1 still own the re¬ 
maining about 40 lots. 

Q. What is the next operation that you carried on in 
Denver? A. Well, I looked around for several different 
propositions. 1 had the agents try to get large tracts that 
would be easy of access, and suburban, and particularly 
on high ground. 

One we looked at, I remember, was out on Sixth Avenue, 
which has since built up extensively, but we didn’t take 
that. 

I got the opportunity to acquire what we call Exposition 
Avenue property, 80 acres on Exposition Avenue, running 
south to Kentucky Avenue. I bought that in 1928. It took 
about 20 different deals to get that block intact, and I de¬ 
cided to add onto that by acquiring 40 acres immediately 
south of Kentucky Avenue, and have succeeded in acquiring 
all but a few scattered lots of that tract. 

We designated that as Bclcaro Park. And, aside from 
the 10 acres taken out for my own residence, there 

52 have been only two other sales, but about $30,000 
has been received by the Bclcaro Company for sales 

against the investment of about $105,000. Belcaro is a 
wholly-owned company. 

Q. That is, you own it all? A. I own it exclusively. 

Q. Most of this property has just been laid out, and 
is yet unsold? A. Correct. Being restricted property, 
the demand for large blocks has not developed as yet. The 
sales are all in small lots, two and three lots. 





34 


LAWRENCE C. PHIPPS VS. GUY T. HELVERING. 


Q. In assembling that property, with how many dif¬ 
ferent owners did you have to deal? A. About 20 on the 
80 acres, and about 92 on the other 40. 

Q. It is quite an operation to get the whole title ? A. It 
is; and it takes years to do it. We started in— We got 
the 80 acres in 1928, and after 11 years we haven’t con¬ 
cluded the puchases of the additional 40. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. It isn’t clear to me whether or not you had the deal¬ 
ings individually, or whether the Belcaro Company had the 
dealings as a group. A. The majority of them were with 
me individually, because I didn’t turn the property over 
to Belcaro until we were sufficient lv far along to 

53 know that it was developed, but the contact was 
dailv contact as between mvself and the agent and 

the two or three others who were acquiring these scattered 
lots. 

Q. Who were the parties to the contracts, the corpora¬ 
tion? A. In a good many cases we used an intermediary 
in taking title until we got far enough along to take it 
direct in the Belcaro Company. 

Q. The title finally did rest with the Belcaro Company? 
A. Oh, yes. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. What is another such operation? A. Well, there is 
the Alameda Investment Comanv. That is generally 
known as the Polo Club property, consisting of about 65 
acres of land, and that is in the neighborhood of this Ex¬ 
position Avenue property and not far from the Denver 
Country Club, and within an eighth of a mile of my resi¬ 
dence. 

That was purchased by some of my associates in 1924. 
At the time, I was in Washington, and my son informed 
me of the proposal and that it was an opportunity to ac¬ 
quire an attractive piece of ground that could be developed 
as fine residence property. So, I agreed to join the others, 
and took my interest in it, but, unfortunately, it hasn’t 
“panned out” very well up-to-date. 

Q. You still own your interest in the property? 

54 A. I own about one-sixth interest in that property 
now known as the Alameda Investment Company. 
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Q. What other investments have you in real estate, 
Senator? A. Well, I think I would take the New York 
property next, the Clebourne Apartments, located in New 
York City. It is located at 924 West End Avenue. 

I purchased it in 1914. It was then just being completed. 

I operated it individually until 1922, when I formed the 
Clebourne Realty Corporation, which was a wholly-owned 
company. 

Q. Whollv owned bv vou? A. By me. 

Q. Do you still own that interest? A. I still own it. The 
rentals are varied widely, from $50,000 to $220,000 a year. 

The investment there runs over l 1 /* million dollars. De¬ 
ducting depreciation up to the end of last year, it would 
stand at $1,214,000. 

Q. I suppose the taxes have varied as widely as the ren¬ 
tals, too, haven’t they? A. Only in that taxes have gone 
up and the rentals have gone down. That has been the 
general experience. 

Q. What is next? A. West Colfax Avenue property, at 
Denver, consisting of the north one-third of the 
55 block bounded by West Colfax, Elati, Fourteenth 
Avenue, and Delaware Streets, with the various 
store buildings, dwellings, and other improvements 
thereon. 

That was acquired from a number of different owners 
during 192S and 1929, and cost $122,000. It is still owned 
and operated through the Belcaro Realty Corporation. 

You see, I formed the Belcaro in order to take care of 
this Exposition Avenue and West Colfax property, and, 
later, the East Colfax property. 

I might say, this property was optioned through my 
representative, at my request, when I was a member of 
the Senate, on the understanding that if the government 
desired to take it as a site for the new customs building 
it would be turned over to the government without cost. 

At the same time, the same real estate men acquired, at 
my instance, the option from the school board for the 
property on which the Customs House has been erected. 

When the government made its election and took the 
school board property it left this West Colfax available 
and it seemed to me it was too good an opportunity to let 
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go, so I simply said, “I will take it over, myself.” So I 
purchased it. 

It is right across the street from the mint buildings, so 
it would have been a very desirable site for the Customs 
House. 

56 Q. AY hat is next ! A. The sanatorium property. 
Q. Excuse me. Did you give the cost of that West 

Colfax property ! A. $122,000. I still own it, through the 
Belcaro Realty. 

The sanatorium property, 160 acres of land, at the east¬ 
erly border of the citv and countv, was formerly known as 
the Agnes Memorial Sanatorium, and is now owned by the 
government as a technical air school. 

I acquired it in 1902, individually. I then transferred 
40 acres to the trustees of the Agnes Memorial Sanator¬ 
ium, and thereafter the trustees put up buildings and made 
other improvements out of funds 1 contributed, totalling 
about $315,000. 

That was in 1903 and 1904, and it was operated as a 
sanatorium until 1933. Then the trustees unanimously 
decided to abandon the operations as a sanatorium, and 
the matter went into court, and the court ordered that the 
property should revert to me. 

The 120 acres I had never deeded to the Agnes Memorial 
Sanatorium were held by me until sold. They are leased 

* V 

as a farm. 

I never claimed any deduction for the loss in operating. 
The cost of the sanatorium property, including the prop¬ 
erty and improvements, was $447,000, and the 120-acre 
farm was $36,000; $483,000, total. 

57 I turned it over to the Citv and County of Denver 

•> • 

for $200,000, with the understanding and agreement 
that it would be donated to the Federal government for 
the purpose of an air school. 

The valuation that had been fixed on the property was 
$300,000. I believe that I could have realized $300,000 on it, 
but I said of the city would take it and turn it over to the 
government I would rebate $100,000 on that price, which 
was done. 

Q. What is the next item? A. When I went to Washing¬ 
ton I had an opportunity to buy a home there in a desirable 
residential section. That was in 1919. It had no frontage 
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on Cathedral Avenue, which was the main thoroughfare. 
It did have an entrance on Twenty-ninth Street. 

I later acquired the property fronting me, running out 
to Cathedra! Avenue; and then, the property on the other 
side; making, in all, a little over six acres of land. 

My whole idea was that there was a plot of ground that 
could be developed by dividing it up into lots, right in the 
heart of the residential section, and particularly that sec¬ 
tion that was then being improved. The location was not 
over a half-mile from the National Cathedral at the head 
of Cathedral Avenue. 

It has been rented most of the time since I left 

58 Washington, after my term in the Senate. 

The total investment there, in round figures, is 

$263,000. 

There is no market for that character of property today, 
and there hasn't been for the past five or six years. 

Q. There is a possibility that it may be developed into 
several different lots, though, is there not? A. It could 
be, and that was my idea in acquiring the other pieces of 
property. 

Bv Mr. Shannon: 

Q. It hasn’t been to date, though? A. It has not been 
subdivided, no. I have in mind my experience in Pitts¬ 
burgh. My house there, known as Grandview, of about the 
same acreage, I built on certain lots where there had been 
no residence. Then, 1 acquired two additional pieces of 
property, at different times, to round out the block. 

We had a six-acre plot there, and when I disposed of it 
real estate operators {dotted it and divided it up, and now 
I think there are at least nine or ten homes on that plot of 
ground. 

The Member. I think it would be better, and that it 
would be more in accordance with the usual procedure for 
examining witnesses, if you would make the questions 
from now on more direct. 

I appreciate the fact that Senator Phipps is testifying 
from a memorandum prepared to refresh his mem- 

59 ory, but he is making a great many statements in 
the record that could be regarded as immaterial and 

that are not responsive to any question whatever. I think 


i 

! 


i 

I 


i 

I 


| 

i 

I 


i 


i 



38 


LAWRENCE C. PHIPPS VS. GUY T. HELVERING. 


counsel for the respondent may be showing some unusual 
courtesv, but certainlv manv of the statements that are 
being made are irrelevant, and I would like to save some 
time and proceed as soon as possible to the most direct and 
material evidence relating to the issue in question. 

I understand, of course, the reason for this evidence, but 
I think, really, Senator Reed, that you should ask the wit¬ 
ness more questions, in order to keep his testimony respon¬ 
sive to questions and to prevent him from wandering so 
much in his testimonv. 

Mr. Reed. Of course Your Honor sees the importance of 
establishing his trade and his business in the way that we 
are trving to do. 

The Member. I understand that is your theory. On the 
other hand, most of this testimony is not responsive to any 
question. It isn't as detailed as might be necessary for 
some consideration. 

Mr. Reed. All right. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Senator Phipps, have you any ranch property in 
Colorado? A. Yes, I have. 

GO Q. "Where is it? A. It is located near the station 
of Wagon Wheel Gap, on the rail line of the D. & R. 
G., consisting of about 2,500 acres of land, with water 
rights. 

Q. When did you acquire it ? A. In 1908. 

Q. What do you use it for? A. I use it for raising cattle. 
It has horses on the place. 

The Member. I am not at all clear, Senator Reed, who 
has title to any of this property. I don't know whether 
your witness is an officer of the holding company he has 
testified holds title to a great deal of this property, or— 

Mr. Reed. He has testified he is the sole stockholder. 

The Member. I want to know who holds title to the prop¬ 
erty. 

Mr. Reed. I think that appears in each item so far. 

The Member. I am sorry to say, it does not appear in 
the testimony. The question has been asked only two or 
three times. The personal pronoun “we” is being used 
very generally, and I feel that this record is not accurate. 
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By Mr. Reed: 

i 

Q. In whose name is this ranch property held? A. It j 

is in niv name. T own it exclusively. 

* • 

Q. You still own it and operate it? A. I do. 
fil Q. How much investment have you in that? A. 
About $74,000. 

Q. Did you at one time own land near the town of San j 
Aeacio? A. I have an interest in the Costillo Land Trust 
property, in southern Colorado, Costillo County. 

Q. In what form is your interest held, a certificate of 
some sort? A. It is now held in the form of certificates, i 
My investment was about $25,000. 

Q. Is that project still active? A. It is. It hasn’t been 
prosperous. 

Q. Is that a land development scheme? A. Land dc- j 
velopment—farming 1 lands. 

Q. You have testified you put about $25,000 in it? A. ; 
I did. 

Q. Did you own any property known as the Edward Fair 
property? A. I did. I acquired it in 1927, through fore¬ 
closure on mortgages and deeds from the owner. 

Q. Did you take title in your own name? A. Title in i 
my own name. $9,000. 

Q. "When did you dispose of that ? A. I made a deal | 
to dispose of that about six months ago, at a loss of $5,000. 

Q. 5Yc come now to the property which is very j 
02 much in question in this case, the property on 

East Colfax Avenue, which you have testified was j 
your home from 1902 to 1919. A. Yes. 

Q. And from which you removed all furniture in 1925? ' 

A. Correct. 

Q. How many parcels of property did that consist of? 

A. Three parcels. The original purchase was the house, I 
located on a number of lots—I can’t sav exactly how manv, ! 

• • • • * 7 i 

but it was 8 and a fraction, or something like that—and j 
then I acquired the adjoining property fronting on Colfax 
Avenue, at the corner of Downing Street. That had an 
old residence on it, which 1 dismantled. 

There was an alley in the rear of this property, and later 
I acquired 10 lots on the westerly side of that alleyway, 
my idea being all of the time that I would get one large 
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piece of property oil Colfax Avenue which would be avail¬ 
able for a hotel, large apartment houses, or something else, 
and it has been developed now into a drive-in market. 

Mr. Shannon. If Your Honor please, a good many years 
and a good many acquisitions were covered in that state¬ 
ment. 1 wonder if we couldn't be a little more specific. 

I object, on that ground. 

By Mr. Reed: 

63 Q. Give us the details of it. A. In 1917 the prop¬ 
erty I spoke of, at Downing and Colfax, cost $7,000. 

Bv Mr. Shannon: 

Q. What happened in 1917? A. In 1917 I purchased 
these lots on the corner of Downing and Colfax for $7,000, 
adding them to the original purchase on which the house 
was located, and where the investment was $132,000. 

The following year, in 1918, I acquired the 10 lots along 
Downing Street, back of the second purchase I just men¬ 
tioned, which cost $7,300. In 1925 I discarded four of 
them, or sold four of them, because I didn't need them to 
round out the plot of ground I had in mind. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. 'When did you demolish the building at Marion and 
Colfax? A. The building was torn down in 1932. 

Q. That was the main house? A. Yes. 

Q. What have you since developed that property for, 
since the house was torn down? A. By the erection of 
what is known as a drive-in market. 

Q. When was that? A. In 1934. 

64 Mr. Shannon. Your Honor, I believe those ques¬ 
tions are immaterial as to the issue here. What 

happened to the land after the house was torn down seems 
to be immaterial. 

The Member. I will overrule your objection. 

Your question, however, Senator Reed, is not entirely 
clear to me. I understand that this residence was de¬ 
molished in 1932 ? 

Mr. Reed. Yes, Y T our Honor. 

The Member. Now, was the real property sold after 
that? 
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Mr. Reed. Xo. It is still owned by Senator Phipps. 

The Member. Your last question had to do with a sub¬ 
sequent improvement on that property. 

Mr. Reed. That is true. 

The Member. But you have not made it clear who made 
the improvement. Xow, if you consider that testimony 
relevant, you will have to ask your question a little more 
clearly. 

Mr. Reed. All right. 

By Mr. Reed. 

Q. In whose name was the title to this property in 1932, 
when the house was torn down? A. It was in my name. 
Q. Your personal name? A. Yes. 

Q. Who was it that made the subsequent improvements 
on that property? "Was that you personally? A. 

65 It was done through my wholly-owned company, the 
Belcaro Realty Investment Company. 

Q. Did you in the meantime transfer the land to the 
Belcaro Realty Company? A. Yes; at the time we started 
in with the improvements, as I recall it. 

Q. Was the title eontinuosly in your name from 1902 
until 1932? A. It was. 

Q. Until after the building was demolished? A. It was. 
By the Member: 

Q. When did you convey title to your holding company? 
A. Your Honor, may I say, 1 have not testified to the 
ownership or the dealings with any property excepting 
what was personally in my own name? 

The Member. Strike that from the record, please. 
Your answers must be responsive to questions. 

The question I asked you was, When—and I mean in what 
year—did you convey title to the East Colfax Avenue 
property to your holding company? Do you understand 
the question? A. I understand the question. And I an¬ 
swered, in the year 1934. I can supply the exact date, if 
desired. 

The Member. Before you proceed further, I would like 
to ask this: 

66 Is there any question about the amount of the loss 
that is claimed, that also involves the amount of the 

cost of this property to the taxpayer? 
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Now, I notice that in the original petition the allegation 
is made that the property in question had a fair market 
value of not less than $104,983.16. The loss, in 1932, to 
the petitioner, occasioned by the demolition, was not less 
than $89,439.60. 

1 would like to know whether the basis and the amount 
of the loss are as alleged in the petition or whether you do 
have to prove the basis is the basis of determining the 
amount of loss in the event the amount of loss is allow¬ 
able. 

Mr. Reed. We will show that by accountants who are 
familiar with the books. Senator Phipps cannot carry 
those figures in his mind. 

The Member. No. My question is really to you. 

Has the government denied, and does it still deny that 
the basis is the amount as alleged in the petition, or is the 
issue only whether this loss is a loss deductible, under the 
Revenue Act, under the particular sections relating to the 
nature and use of the property? 

In other words, you can have a very simple issue, which 
is, whether or not the loss is deductible under the law. The 
other question, what the amount of the loss is, is more 
difficult and, of course, involves more proof. 

G7 Mr. Shannon. The petitioner, in his petition, has 
claimed a loss based upon loss from depreciation 
from the date of conversion in 1925 to the date of demo¬ 
lition in 1932, and evidently that cost is claimed by the 
petitioner to be at fair market value. 

The petitioner did not claim a loss on his original re¬ 
turn, but filed claims for refund. 

The Commissioner’s petition is that the fair market 
value should be taken as a loss, if there is any loss to be 
recognized, and that the fair market value is not the fair 
market value in relation to cost, and I belive that both 
parties intend to put on evidence as to what the fair mar¬ 
ket value of the property is. 

The Member. That just helps me to understand how 
your evidence will be presented. 

Now, will vou proceed with line of questioning, Senator 
Reed? 
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Bv Mr. Reed: 

* 

Q. Senator Phipps, you have testified you are the sole 
stockholder of the Belcaro Realty Company. That is cor¬ 
rect, is it? A. Correct. 

Q. Who is the president of that company? A. Mr. Van 
Holt Garrett serves as president. 

68 Q. What is his relationship to you? A. He is my 
son-in-law. 

Q. He is present in the courtroom, I believe. A. He is. 
Q. Her Honor has the impression that we have not shown 
in whose name title is held to these various properties. 
I want to go over the list with you and ask you, in each 
case, to say in what name the title now stands or stood up 
to the time the property was disposed of. First, the Third 
Avenue property in Pittsburgh ? 

The Member. Just a moment, Senator Reed. I think 
that is a good idea, but the taxable year is 1932. 

Mr. Reed. Yes, Your Honor. 

The Member. Do you think Senator Phipps can answer 
the question as to the year 1932? 

Mr. Reed. I am sure that he can. 

The Member. Will you reframe your question? 

Mi*. Reed. Yes. Of course our principal reason was to 
show he was in this particular trading business in 1932. 
I am afraid I covered some later information in it. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. The Third Avenue property, in whose name was the 
title in 1932? A. In my name. 

Q. The Liberty Avenue property had been sold in 

69 1916, you told us? A. Yes. 

Q. In whose name was that? A. In my name, 
from about 1904 up to the time I sold it. 

Q. 5906-S-10 Penn Avenue, in whose name was that in 
1932? A. In my name. 

Q. The next, 5819-21 Penn Avenue? A. That has been 
disposed of—traded off once, reacquired, and then sold 
again. 

Q. In whose name was it at the time it was last sold? 
A. In my name all of the time that I had authority over 
it. 
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Q. Fifth, the Lennox Apartments property; in whose 
name was that? A. That was in my name until sold. 

Q. In 1922 it was sold? A. Yes. 

Q. The Scott Place property in Pittsburgh? A. In my 
name since 1904, and was in 1932. 

Q. 5900-2-4 Penn Avenue, in whose name does that 
stand? A. In 1932 it was in my name. 

Q. And still is ? A. It is. 

Q. The Dunraven Hotel, at Estes Park? A. That 

70 was never in my name. Of course that was disposed 
of in 190S. 

Q. And never was in your name? A. No,sir. 

Q. You just were a member of the syndicate? A. Yes. 
Q. Montclair, X. J. ? A. That was disposed of in 1923. 
Q. In whose name was it when it was disposed of? A. 

I can't say positively whether it was in my personal name 
or whether in some representative's name, but I was the 
owner. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. You mean, representing you as an agent? A. Agent, 
or trustee, or something like that. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. The next was the Standard Consolidated Mining 
Company. A. "Well, I still have an interest in that syndi¬ 
cate, but I don't believe I have even the stock certificates 
to show for it, other than the original correspondence. 

By. Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Is that a corporation? A. It is, in California. 

Bv Mr. Reed: 

Q. And, as far as you know, you have no stock cer- 

71 tificates? A. No. 

Q. The Fourth Avenue Realty Company is the 
eleventh item. A. That was closed out in 1927. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. That was a corporation? A. That became a corpora¬ 
tion. T had stock certificates in that. 
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Bv Mr. Reed: 

Q. No. 12, the Richardson and Whitehead property. In 
whose name was the title held? A. In my personal name. 

Q. Was that true in 1932? A. Yes; and still is. 

Q. The Exposition Avenue property, in whose name was 
that in 1932? A. In 1932 it was in the name of the Bel- 
caro Realty Investment Company, a wholly-owned com¬ 
pany. 

Q. That is, wholly owned by you? A. Yes. 

Q. In 1932? A. Yes. 

Q. The Alameda Investment property, or Polo Club 
property, as you called it, is that a corporation ? A. It is, 
the Alameda Investment Company. And I have certifi¬ 
cates in my own name. But in 1932 there was a 

72 reorganization of the company, so that I can’t say 
definitely what the records would show for the years 

1924 to 1932. I had stocks and bonds of the Alameda In¬ 
vestment Company, and the stock I now own, after the re¬ 
organization, is in the name of the Poleda Company. 

Q. The memorandum from which you are reading says 
the assignment for the benefit of creditors took place in 
1933, and that the property was then transferred to the 
Poleda Company. So, if the memorandum is correct, it 
was the Alameda Investment Company which held the title 
in 1932? A. I believe that is a fact. 

Q. Now, the Clebourne Apartments in New York. I 
think you have already testified that that was transferred 
to the Clebourne Realty Company in 1932. A. Yes; a 
wholly-owned company, in which I am the sole stockholder. 

Q. And in 1932 the title was in the name of that holding 
company of yours? A. Correct. 

Q. West Colfax Avenue. I think you have already tes¬ 
tified that that is now owned by the Belcaro Realty Cor¬ 
poration, your holding company. Was that true in 1932? 
A. That was true in 1932. The Belcaro Realty Investment 
Company, it is. No—Belcaro Realty Corporation is cor¬ 
rect. 

Q. In whose name was that 120-acre farm next to 

73 the sanitorium property? A. In my name. 

Q. In your individual name? A. Yes. 

Q. In 1932 ? A. In 1932, yes. 
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Q. In 1932 in whose name did the Single Oak property 
in Washington stand? A. In my name. 

Q. How about the ranch at Wagon Wheel Gap? A. Also 
in my name. 

Q. No holding company? A. No; always in my name. 

Q. The Costillo Land development? A. Well, that is 
represented by certificates of beneficial interest, I believe, 
in that company—the corporation, as I understand it. 

Q. The others I believe you have testified to. 

Senator Phipps, have you prepared a memorandum 
showing the realtv holdings which vou had at the begin- 
ning of 1932 or the last day of 1931? A. Such memoran¬ 
dum was prepared. 

Mr. Heed. Perhaps we could save time by putting that 
in evidence. 

Mr. Shannon. I am wondering—Isn’t this cvi- 
74 dence in the return ? 

The Member: A good part of it is, Mr. Shannon, 
in one way or another—the schedule reporting rents and 
royalties from certain pieces of real estate. 

Mr. Reed. We thought it would be convenient for the 
Court if it were summarized in this fashion. 

Mr. Shannon. This summarizes holdings of the corpo¬ 
rations ? 

Mr. Reed. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Shannon. Is it segregated into individual holdings, 
or just massed together? 

Mr. Reed. The Exposition property, which was Belcaro, 
that is separate. The Clebourne Apartments item gives 
the name of the Clebourne Realty Corporation. And the 
— He has testified to those already. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Senator Phipps, where are the offices from which you 
now carry on these real estate operations that you have 
described to us. A. No. 610 Denver National Building, 
Denver. 

Q. Is that where your books of account are kept? A. 
It is. 

Q. And is that where your own personal office is? A. 
It is. 

Q. And that is the center of your real estate ac¬ 
tivities, is it? A. Correct. 


75 
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Now, going; back to the year 1925, Senator, when you 
took all of the furniture out of that house on Colfax 
Avenue, did you make any efforts to sell the property or 
to develop it for business purposes? A. Yes. In fact, I 
considered propositions prior to that time, while I was 
still in Washington, really. 

Mr. Shannon. If your Honor please, I think the time 
has come now where we must be more explicit in our ques¬ 
tions and answers. These are rather detailed transactions, 
and I think specific questions should be put to the witness, 
and so answered. 

Mr. Reed. Very Well. I have been trying not to ask 
leading questions. That has been my fault, I guess. 

My Mr. Reed: 

Q. Who was your agent, the principal agent, in your ef¬ 
forts to procure a tenant or purchaser for that property? 
A. Mr. Van Holt Garrett, who was associated with Mr. L. 
F. Eppich’s office. 

Q. Do you recall any effort to develop that property as 
a physicians’ and surgeons’ building? A. I do. 

Q. Through what agent were those efforts made? A. 
The same one. 

76 Q. Why did that physicians’ and surgeons’ build¬ 
ing proposition break down? A. As I recall it, it 
was difficult to get enough physicians 'who were willing to 
come in and rent it. That is, there were certain cliques or 
classes of physicians, and one wouldn’t come unless others 
would, and others wouldn’s come if some others were ad¬ 
mitted. 

Q. Do you recall a proposition to convert the property 
into a woman’s club in the year 1926? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. Tell us about that. A. That did not go very far, be¬ 
cause of the inability of the club to raise the necessary 
amount of money. 

Q. Who was your agent in that? A. Mr. Garrett. 

Q. Do you kuow a Mr. Sexton, who is in the real estate 
business here? A. I am acquainted with him, yes. 

Q. Do you recall a proposition that w^as discussed with 
him about renting that building for the headquarters of 
the Bowers Confectionery Company? A. I do. I know of 
it. I don’t recall that I discussed it personally with Mr. 
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Sexton, but I knew of the effort through Mr. Garrett, who 
reported to me almost daily. 

77 Bv Mr. Shannon: 

* 

Q. What year was that? A. I'm afraid I can’t answer 
that offhand, but 1 would say it was perhaps about 192S or 
1929. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Were there approaches made to you with regard to 
converting the building into apartments? A. Yes, the erec¬ 
tion of apartment buildings was considered. I can’t say 
now whether it was our own initial idea or whether there 
had been a definite approach from someone who wanted to 
put forward that project. 

Q. Do you recall, in 1925 and 1926, approaches made to 
vou bv Mr. David Harlem and others with regard to con- 
verting the house into a Jewish club? A. I do. Again, 
that was a transaction cntirclv through Mr. Garrett. 

Q. Do you recall negotiations in 1926 with Mr. George 
Olinger, looking to a remodeling of the binding for use 
as a mortuary? A. I was thoroughly familiar with it at 
that time, but, as in the other case, I did not have personal 
contact with Mr. Olinger. 

Q. Did Mr. Garrett have those contacts? A. He did. 

Q. Do you remember a proposition from the firm 

78 of Brunswick-Balke-Collender Company for convert¬ 
ing the building into bowling alleys? A. I do. 

Q. What became of that proposition? A. I think Mr. 
Garrett could testify to that more definitely than I. I only 
knew it “blew up.” Whether I was away at the time or 
not, I can’t say. 

Q. Do you recall that in the early part of 1927 Mr. Sex¬ 
ton, Mr. Talbot, and others, made a deposit of $5,000 cash 
on an offer to purchase the property, with a view to using 
the property for a moving picture theater? A. I do. 

Q. Was that offer made in writing? A. I think there was 
a proposal in the form of a definite offer. 

Q. Was there a counter offer made? A. T believe there 
was. 

Mr. Reed. I would like to have these telegrams marked. 
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(The telegrams referred to were marked ‘ ‘ Petitioner’s 
Exhibits Nos. 4, 5, and 6.”) 

Mr. Shannon. For what purpose do you intend to offer 
those ? 

Mr. Feed. I am not going to offer them until I have 
proved the loss of the originals of which these are 

79 carbon copies. 

The broader purpose is to show that this house, 
and this property generally, including the house, were 
treated by Senator Phipps as a business asset long before 
the time the house was demolished. 

This (indicating exhibit) is an offer to a Mr. Talbot to 
sell the property on certain terms, a telegram to Senator 
Phipps from Mr. Garrett, announcing that they have ac¬ 
cepted the offer, and Senator Phipp’s telegram of con¬ 
firmation and congratulations. 

Bv Mr. Reed. 

Q. Senator Phipps, I show you exhibit No. 4 for identi¬ 
fication and ask you what that is. A. I believe this to be 
a copy of a letter addressed by Mr. Van Holt Garrett to 
Mr. Alvah G. Talbot, First National Bank Building, Den¬ 
ver, in which he confirmed conversations, stating the terms 
of the lease. 

Q. Well, the letter speaks for itself. 

I show you petitioner’s exhibit No. 5 for identification 
and ask you what that is. A. That is dated January 6, 
1928, and is apparently a copy of the telegram which was 
addressed to me in the Senate Office Building in Wash¬ 
ington. 

Q. Do you know where the original of that telegram is? 
A. You would have to tell me where some of my 

80 ancient ancestors are. It was no doubt destroyed 
with the files T had in Washington, which upon my 

removal to Denver in 1931 were largely disposed of, de¬ 
stroyed, because they were more than five or six years old. 
No. This is 1928. That might possibly be in my files here. 

Q. I show you petitioner’s exhibit No. 6 for identifica¬ 
tion and ask you what that is. A. This is undoubtedly an 
original telegram that I sent to Mr. Garrett from Washing¬ 
ton on January 7, 1928, congratulating him on his success 
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in arriving at an agreement for tlie terms of the lease, and 
requesting him to have my local attorneys prepare a proper 
form of lease. 

Q. Was such a lease actually prepared? A. It was. 

Q. Was it signed? A. By mv authority, or by my¬ 
self, or— 

Q. Well, by all of the parties that were intended to sign 
it? A. Of course. 

Q. Was the deal consummated? A. Well, up to the sign¬ 
ing of the lease, 1 believe it was. 

Q. Did the parties ever take possession under the lease? 
A. They did not. 

81 Q. What caused the deal to fall through at that 
point? A. I would rather have that stated by Mr. 

Garrett, or some other witness, who was more familiar with 
the thing. I only know that, for some reason or other, it 
failed of accomplishment. 

Q. I believe I called that a lease. I should have said 
agreement of sale. But, anyway, you were in Washington 
and would only know by hearsay, I suppose. A. Correct. 

Q. Do you recall that in 1031 consideration was given to 
a proposal to lease the building to the Colorado Guild of 
Medicine and Surgerv? Have you anv recollection of that? 
A. I have only a faint recollection of that. 

Q. Do you remember that Mr. Ed Brooke in 1930 made 
up plans and estimates for a proposed swimming pool to 
be put on the property? A. I was aware of that at the 
time. 

Q. Do you recall negotiations in July of 1930 with How¬ 
ard Tillotson, looking to the building by him of a center 
suitable for amusement purposes? A. Yes, I had knowl¬ 
edge of that at the time. 

Q. Do you recall that in October of 1930 Mr. Garrett em¬ 
ployed Mr. Nash to prepare plans for the building of 
stores on the property? A. Did you say Nash? 

82 Q. That is what I am told. Or, Mr. Temple Buell, 
perhaps. A. Mr. Temple Buell was the architect. 

Q. I show you petitioner’s exhibit No. 7. Do you recall 
what that is? A. Yes. This was Mr. Temple Buell’s prop¬ 
osition and suggestion for the character of building that 
would occupy the entire block of property, which we con¬ 
sidered rather favorably. 
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(The plans referred to were marked “Petitioner’s Ex¬ 
hibit No. 7.”) 

Q. Nothing was done about it? A. No. 

Q. Do you recall in September, 1931, Mr. Sexton pre¬ 
senting a plan for a structure to be rented to the local 
branches of the film exchanges of the large national moving 
picture companies? A. I was aware of that attempt to get 
the moving picture people together so that they might have 
a heaquarters where they kept all of their films. 

Q. What blocked that? A. My recollection is that that 
fell through because it was found that the different film 
producers had leases expiring at different times through¬ 
out the city here, and they couldn’t get rid of their leases, 
and therefore they were not in a position to sign up 

83 for the new property. 

Q. Then, the building was torn down in 1932, you 
have testified? A. I have. 

Q. Down to that time what insusance did you carry on 
that house? A. The insurance has always been looked 
after by my secretary, and we have always figured on at 
least 80 per cent value. The figures are available, if you 
would like to have them. 

Q. You would rather have him testify to that? A. I 
would. 

Q. How many rooms were there in that house, Senator? 
A. There were 32 rooms and 9 bathrooms. That included 
the servants’ rooms. 

Q. What was the house constructed of? A. It was con¬ 
structed of native stone, with some steel in the structure, 
and some wood, but very excellent wood finish, carved 
wood. 

Q. In what year had it been built? A. My information 
was that it was being erected in 1S91 and 1892, when the 
panic came on. The contractors failed, and the owner com¬ 
pleted it in 1893 on force account. 

Q. And you bought it in 1902? A. Yes. 

84 Q. From the original owner? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you recall what you paid for it ? A. I think 
I paid $60,000. 

Q. Did you put any improvements on it afterwards? A. 
I spent almost as much in enlarging and improving it. 
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Mr. Reed. We will prove the exact book costs by other 
witnesses. 

Q. Has the question of whether you were engaged in the 
business of trading in real estate and developing and sell¬ 
ing real estate ever arisen between you and the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue before? A. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Shannon. I object to that. It is entirely irrelevant 
before the Board. 

Mr. Reed. I propose to show that in contest over the pe¬ 
titioner's taxes for 1930 and 1931, and again for 1935 and 
1936, the same question lias arisen, and it was decided by 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue in favor of this witness. 

Mr. Shannon. AY hat the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
might have decided has no bearing on this case. 

The Member. I will overrule your objection. 

Mr. Shannon. Exception. 

The Member. The exception will be noted. 

Bv Mr. Reed: 

Q. Will you answer the question, please? A. 
85 Yes; on two occasions, as I recall. The contest 
'over my return, I think it was for the year 1930, or 
it might have been 1931, when the claim I made was disal¬ 
lowed, and afterwards allowed on the showing that I made. 
The same question came up in 1935 or 1936— 

Mr. Shannon (Interrupting). Excuse me. Will you read 
the question, please? 

(Thereupon the reporter read the question as recorded, 
as follows: 

“Q. Has the question of whether you were engaged in 
the business of trading in real estate and developing and 
selling real estate ever arisen between you and the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue?”) 

Air. Shannon. And the answer. 

(Thereupon the reporter read the answer as recorded, 
as follows: 

“A. Oh, ves.”) 

Mr. Shannon. The question has been answered by the 
“Oh, yes,” Your Honor, and I move to strike the remainder 
as not being responsive. 
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The Member. Have you asked another question follow¬ 
ing that. Senator Reed ? 

Mr. Reed. I think the witness has a right to elaborate 
on his former answer. 

The Member. I think you asked another question 
86 after that. 

Mr. Reed. After Your Honor overruled the ob¬ 
jection I said to the witness, “Will you answer the ques¬ 
tion, please?” 

The Member. Let the record stand as it is. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. You finished in the middle of a sentence. Do 1 you 
wish to finish it? A. (Continuing) —and again in 1935, in 
my return for the year 1936, the same question arose, and 
the Bureau admitted T was engaged in business. 

Q. In what business? A. 1 am asked to say what the 
Bureau ruled. I don’t like to make a blank statement 
there. It is of record here, if you will allow it to be read. 

The Member. Just a minute, Senator. 

By the Member: 

Q. Can yon answer that Yes or No? A. The contest was 
over whether I was engaged in business. 

Q. In any business? A. In any business; real estate 
trading, stocks and bonds—anything. Generally speaking, 
I am. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. I show you petitioner’s exhibit No. 8— 

Mr. Shannon (Interrupting). Your Honor, I 
S7 make the same objection I made earlier to that ques¬ 
tion, on the ground that it relates to other years and 
not to the year in question before the Board here. 

The Member. Have you any record, Senator Reed, of 
the allowance by the Bureau of Internal Revenue of any 
business deductions on Senator Phipps’s connection with 
anv real estate business? 

Mr. Reed. Yes, if Your Honor please. I have here a 
copy of the final adjudication of the controversy for the 
last two years, when the Commissioner endeavored to dis¬ 
allow these business deductions. 
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The Member. You mean, those are years subsequent to 
the taxable year? 

Mr. Reed. Years subsequent to the taxable year. But I 
will follow that with the evidence of the witness that the 
same questions had arisen for 1931 and 1932, and his busi¬ 
ness remained the same throughout all of those years. 

The Member. I will now sustain the objection. 

Mr. Reed. If Your Honor please, Mr. AYallerstedt calls 
my attention to the fact that all of these business deduc¬ 
tions were allowed by the Commissioner in 1932, and the 
question did not arise then. It had been decided in the 
taxpayer’s favor in 1931, and, consequently, these deduc¬ 
tions were allowed in 1932. And now, for the first time, in 
regard to the vear 1932, tliev refuse to allow this deduction 
claimed in refund on the ground that he was not en- 
88 gaged in business. 

The Member. Do you mean to say that any deduc¬ 
tions were allowed in the taxable year, in the year 1932, in 
connection with this particular piece of real estate? 

Mr. Reed. Xo, Your Honor. There were no deductions 
claimed, in connection with this particular piece of real 
estate, until this claim for refund was put in, but the busi¬ 
ness expenses incurred by the petitioner in his trading and 
business of dealing in real estate were allowed as claimed in 
the return. 

The Member. As I understand, the petitioner did not 
claim any deduction from the loss and demolition of this 
property in 1932. 

Mr. Reed. That is true; not until he filed his claim for 
refund. But his other deductions were allowed in full. 

The Member. I have the return here. What deductions 
do you refer to, office expenses? 

Mr. Reed. Office expenses. 

The Member. Senator, you are going off on a theory, I 
am afraid. 

Mr. Reed. I think it is a pretty good theory. 

The Member. As I understand, there is a question of 
whether this residential property was in the taxable year a 
business enterprise. The Revenue Act does not allow de¬ 
ductions in connection with any residential property. 
Mr. Reed. Quite so. 
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j 

The Member. Xow, it may be material that, according j 
to your theory, the petitioner was engaged in a real es¬ 
tate business in the year 1932. Supposing we say, granted 
that lie was; the question still would be, was this particular j 
piece of property still residential property or was it con¬ 
verted, at the beginning of the taxable year, and all through 
the taxable year, into business property? 

That is the essential problem in this case; isn’t that true? 

Mr. Reed. Yes; but it is important that we show that he 
was in the business of trading in real estate, and developing 
and renting and selling real estate, because the tax law al¬ 
lows deductions for losses or expenses incurred in the tax- 
paver’s trade or business, and it also allows deductions of 
losses incurred in a transaction entered into for profit. 

The Member. Well, of course the question will have to j 
be discussed in your brief. Your present request is that 
you be allowed to introduce in evidence some facts relative 

j 

to rulings of the Bureau of Internal Revenue with respect j 
to the allowance of certain deductions for certain items that 
arose out of or were incurred out of real estate business? 

Mr. Reed. Precisely. 

The Member. I am perfectly willing to give you the 
reasons for my refusing your request, but I do not 
90 want to prolong the record with any debate between 
you and me in the matter. You may take an excep¬ 
tion to my ruling. 

I will rule now that only material evidence may be in- j 
troduced. and unless you show that rulings by the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue in years prior to or in the taxable year, j 
having to do with this particular piece of property, have 
been made, then I consider any other rulings by the Bureau 
relating to- any other piece of property, in any other phases 
of the real estate busines, which we will, for purpose of 
argument, grant as being carried on by the petitioner, as 
being wholly immaterial and irrelevant. 

Mr. Reed. Very well. If Your Honor assumes, for the 
purpose of discussion, that the petitioner was in the busi¬ 
ness of trading in real estate—that is all I am trying to 
prove by these questions, and of course if you assume that, j 
these intervening steps become immaterial. 

The Member. I think it better not to prolong the dis¬ 
cussion on the record. You have offered a great deal of 

i 

i 
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evidence to support your contention that the petitioner was 
engaged in the real estate business in 1932. Now, it is en- 
tirelv a matter of argument as to the weight that evidence 
will be given in connection with this narrow issue in this 
case. 

You have before you a narrow issue. Of course your ap¬ 
proach to it is to broaden the issue. That, of course, is 
your theory about the case, and you will develop that in 
vour brief. 

91 Now, I am not making any ruling at this time as 
to whether the petitioner was engaged in the real 

estate business in the taxable year. I understand you are 
and have attempted to prove that, and the record will stand 
on the basis of what evidence is introduced in this pro¬ 
ceeding. 

Mr. Shannon. In accordance with the present ruling, I 
move to strike the answer made by the Senator awhile ago, 
to which I objected. 

The Member. The record may stand, Mr. Shannon. The 
witness has made several statements, and one of the state¬ 
ments shows very clearly that his answer was quite general. 

Mr. Reed. Not for the purpose of prolonging the discus¬ 
sion, but merely to have our record complete, I wish to 
offer in evidence the summary report of the examiner of the 
1935 and 1936 income tax returns of the petitioner, includ¬ 
ing the statement by the examiner, which was approved by 
the Commissioner, that— 

The Member (Interrupting). Just a minute, Senator 
Reed. Don’t read the statement into the record yet. 

Mr. Reed. Very well. Would you like for me to show 
it to Your Honor? 

Mr. Shannon. Is that your offer, Senator? 

Mr. Reed. Necessarily, my offer stops there. 

Mr. Shannon. I make the same objection, Your Honor. 

The Member. There is a question, Senator Reed, 

92 I think you must be acquainted with, and that is 
whether a report of an agent of the Bureau in these 

preliminary examinations of income tax returns constitute 
or are proper evidence in proceedings before the Board of 
Tax Appeals. 
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I would simply like to call to your attention that any pre¬ 
liminary report by an agent or auditor of the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue is not binding upon the Commissioner, 
and I have no knowledge of whether the Commissioner has 
accepted that agent’s report, whether there is a deficiency 
for 1936, or what determination the Commissioner has 
made. 

Mr. Reed. That is what I am trying to get to, Your 
Honor, because in this report there is quoted the ruling of 
the Bureau on the problem. 

The Member. The onlv ruling of the Bureau you can 
refer to would be a General CounscPs memorandum or j 
opinion, which you could refer to in your brief. These rul¬ 
ings by the agents are not binding rulings. 

Mr. Reed. I beg Your Honor’s pardon. This is not a j 
ruling of the agent. The agent is quoting a ruling by the 
Bureau. 

The Member. Mr. Shannon, will you look at this, please; 
and if you have any objection to make, will you make your 
objection more specific. 

Mr. Reed. I think perhaps Your Honor has misunder¬ 
stood. This is not a published ruling of the Bureau, j 
93 It is a ruling published in this particular case by the 
Bureau, or the General Counsel, and transmitted to 
the agent here. 

Mr. Shannon. Your Honor, respondent objects to the j 
admission of this on the basis that the facts upon which the 
ruling is based are not stated. The ruling is for 1935 and 
1936, and we have no way of knowing what the ruling is 
based upon. It is irrelevant to the taxable year 1932. 

The Member. Who made the ruling, Mr. Shannon? 
What kind of ruling is this? 

Mr. Shannon. All that is stated here is, “In a letter 
dated April 4, 1938, the Bureau held ...” It does not 
state who made it, or the basis for it. 

The Member. I sustain the objection. 

Mr. Reed. Exception, please. 

The Member. The exception will be noted. 

Bv Mr. Reed: 

* 


Q. Senator Phipps, when did you convert this Colfax 
Avenue property into business property? 
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Mr. Shannon. I object to the question, Your Honor; it 
is a conclusion. 

The Member. The objection is properly made. The ques¬ 
tion involves a conclusion. 

I sustain the objection. 

Mr. Reed. I am a little bewildered, because I try not to 
make my questions leading. 

94 The Member. There is an issue in this proceeding 
as to whether this property was ever converted into 

business property, as I understand the issue; and as long 
as the burden is upon you to prove that the property was 
converted into business property, I think any question that 
states the conclusion is an improper question. 

Mr. Reed. It is an intermediate conclusion that I should 
think he is competent to testify to, but I will not take the 
time to discuss it. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. In the year 1932 what property in Denver did you 
own on which dwelling houses were built? You have testi¬ 
fied to this Colfax Avenue property. A. The Colfax Ave¬ 
nue property, I would consider that one. 

Q. And that had been empty of furniture since 1925, had 
it? A. Practically empty, except for a caretaker. 

Q. Did you still own the High Street residence, in which 
you had lived down to 1932? A. Yes. But, as I explained 
earlier, that property was purchased in the name of Mrs. 
Phipps: the title was in her name. 

Q. But that was your residence until 1932? A. 

95 Yes. 

Q. Then, you were completing in that year the 
Belcaro property, in which you now live; is that correct? 
A. That is correct; we were. 

Mr. Reed. That is all. You may cross-examine. 

Cross-Examination 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Senator, you have testified that you held certain Pitts¬ 
burgh property, and mentioned the Third Avenue property, 
the Liberty Avenue property, 5906 Penn Avenue, 5S19 
Penn Avenue, the Lennox Apartments, and the Scott Place; 
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six pieces of property. Did you pay cash for those prop- 
ties? A. Xo. They were acquired in trade, in part-pay¬ 
ment for iny Pittsburgh residence known as Grandview, 
consisting of a modern, new house, and about six acres of 
land. 

Q. In other words, you sold your Pittsburgh residence 
and obtained part cash and these five or six pieces of prop¬ 
erty? A. Yes. 

Q. You also testified that you own a ranch? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you have any improvements on that ranch? A. 
Yes. 

Q. Of what type ? A. Well, the original cabin, said to be 
20 years old when I got it 30 years ago. And we 

96 added to it. Tn fact, some of it wasn’t that old. 
There had been additions made, so that it is now 

about an 8-room proposition. 

Q. What activities are carried on at that ranch? A. Well, 
we run an average of about 35 head of stock, I would say. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Senator, do you mean “we,” or do you mean 
“I”? A. I. 

Q. Editorially “we”? A. Yes. And I have, I think, 11 
horses, at the present time. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Are you developing a herd of milk and Shorthorns as 
a specialty? A. Yes. Advertising them, selling them, and 
taking prizes wherever we exhibit them. 

Q. Is that the primary activity on that ranch? A. It is 
perhaps the leading one. Of course we also allow people, 
neighbors, handling stock on the drive to herd their stuff 
on our place for compensation. 

Q. Are there any fishing streams on the property? A. 
Yes, there is one fishing stream. 

Q. Do you entertain there very often, or have you? A. 
Yes, in the season, a short time in the year. We have rarely 
been there as much as a month at a time. 

97 Q. It is a nice place for a vacation? A. Yes. 
There is no doubt about that. 

Q. Then, your primary activity there is raising a special 
kind of Shorthorn beef? A. That is the leading thing, yes. 
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Q. You have also testified that you have a farm in con¬ 
nection with the Ai>nes Memorial Sanatorium ? A. Yes. 

Q. What was the Agmes Memorial Sanatorium? A. 
What was the sanatorium? Well, it consisted of a series 
of buildings; an administration building, under a staff of 
physicians; a medical building; and a large central build¬ 
ing, with two wings, for the accommodation of patients suf¬ 
fering with tuberculosis. 

Q. Did you contribute to the establishment of the sana¬ 
torium? A. As was testified this morning, I advanced all 
of the money required for the building. T did not state it 
but it is a fact that I established an endowment fund that 
brought in a revenue, at one time, of $17,500 per year, 
which was used to make up the deficit as between what 
patients could pay and the expense of running the place. 

Q. Did you create a trust? A. Yes. 

Q. Did the property come back to you? A. It did. 

98 Q. It reverted to you ? A. Yes. 

Q. And you are using part of the land as a farm? 
A. I was, up until the time it was disposed of. 

Q. You have disposed of the whole property? A. Yes. 

Q. Between 1925 and 1932 what pieces of real estate, im¬ 
proved or unimproved, did you hold individually, in your 
own name? A. I held Third Avenue, Pittsburgh; 5900-2-4 
Penn Avenue, Pittsburgh; 5906-8-10 Penn Avenue, Pitts¬ 
burgh: the Scott Place property in Pittsburgh;— 

Q. (Interrupting) Just a moment. Those properties 
you have testified you acquired in part exchange for your 
Pittsburgh residence, the Grandview property? A. I did. 
Shall I proceed? 

Q. Please do. A. The Richardson and Whitehead prop¬ 
erties in Denver, Colo., out of which tracts some 40 lots re¬ 
main unsold: the Single Oak propertv in Washington, 

D. C.— 

Q. (Interrupting) Which property, sir? A. Single 
Oak. That was my Washington residence. 

(Continuing) —The Billows Creek Ranch— Did 

99 you say in 1932? 

Q. Between 1925 and 1932, inclusive. A. I have 
given you those that stood in my name, and have not stated 
the ones I owned through companies that I have organized, 
in which there is no other personal interest. 
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Q. In all other cases where you had any kind of an in¬ 
terest in real estate holdings, the titles to those holdings 
were carried in the names of corporations; is that correct? 
A. Yes. 

Q. And your interest was that of being a shareholder in 
the particular corporation; is that correct? A. Yes; the 
sole shareholder. 

Q. In your transactions involving real estate did you 
deal directly with the buyer or seller? In any of the in¬ 
stances where you bought or sold did you personally deal 
directly, I mean. A. I think I did on occasions. 

Q. Can you name any one? A. I don’t recall any at the 
moment. Of course deals were usually made through my 
real estate agent. 

Q. Generally they were made through your real estate 
agent? A. Yes. 

Q. W as that true of the Grandview property in Pitts¬ 
burgh? A. Oh, no; not at that time—and, in a way, 

100 it was. Of course T met the principal on the other 
side. It is always necessary, in a transaction of that 

nature, to have a real estate man, someone who knows the 
business, and the owner of the property. 

Q. During the period 1925 to 1932 you collected returns 
from and managed the following properties: Third Ave¬ 
nue, Liberty Avenue, 5906 Penn Avenue, 5819 Penn Ave¬ 
nue, Lennox Apartments, and the Scott Place, in Pitts¬ 
burgh? A. As long as they were owned by me. A real 
estate company of Pittsburgh was the agent, and still rep¬ 
resents me—collects the rents. 

Q. And you pay them a commission? A. I pay them a 
commission, and thev make monthly returns. 

Q. Does the same situation generally exist throughout 
your real estate holdings; do other people make the col¬ 
lections of rent and manage the property in general? A. 
They do. 

Q. And you pay them a certain commission, a certain 
fee? A. The usual commissions are paid. 

Q. Do you make it a practice to appraise various proper¬ 
ties for other persons? A. I do not, individually. 

Q. Do you make it a practice to rent properties 

101 for other people? A. Xo, I don’t. 
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Q. Do you make it a practice to buy or sell properties 
for other people? A. Not for other people. I deal on my 
own account. 

Q. All of your dealings are for your own account? A. 
Yes. 

Mr. Shannon. By agreement of counsel for petitioner, 
I offer in evidence the income tax returns of the petitioner 
for the years 1925, 1926, 1928, 1929, 1930, and 1931; and I 
would like to have the right to withdraw these and submit 
photostatic copies. 

The Witness. What about 1927? 

Mr. Shannon. There is one missing. 

The Member. The offers will be received as respondent’s 
exhibits. 

(The said returns, so offered and received in evidence, 
were marked “Respondent’s Exhibits A, B, C, D, E, and 
F,” and made a part of this record.) 

The Member. Do you want to introduce in evidence the 
exhibits that were marked for identification, Senator Reed? 

Mr. Reed. Xot yet, Your Honor. I want to prove the 
loss of the originals before I offer the carbons. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Reed. Mr. Shannon very kindly says he does 
102 not object to the use of these carbons. We have 
been informed the originals were destroyed. 

Therefore, I now offer in evidence petitioner’s exhibits 
Xos. 4, 5, and 6, for identification. 

The Member. The offer will be received. 

(The letter and telegrams, so offered and received in evi¬ 
dence, having been previously marked “Petitioner’s Ex¬ 
hibits Xos. 4, 5, and 6,” were made a part' of this record.) 

Mr. Shannon. May I ask the purpose for which they are 
offered in evidence '! 

Mr. Reed. For the purpose of showing that the property 
on Colfax Avenue was in 1928 devoted to business uses and 
was not residence property. 

Mr. Shannon. It is understood there is no question as to 
the valuation of the property? 



63 


LAWRENCE C. PHIPPS VS. GUY T. HELVERING. 

Mr. Reed. These exhibits ? 

Mr. Shannon. Yes. 

Mr. Reed. They bear no relation to it. We would not 
use them as expert evidence of value. 

Mr. Shannon. No further questions. 

Mr. Reed. That is all, Senator. Thank vou. 

"Witness excused. 

Mr. Reed. Mr. Chrysler. 

103 Theodore M. Chrysler, called as a witness by and 
on behalf of the petitioner, having been first duly 

sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

Direct Examination 
By Mr. Reed: 

Q. State your name, please. A. Theodore M. Chrysler. 
Q. What is your occupation? A. Chief clerk in the as¬ 
sessor’s office in Denver. 

Q. What, county or municipality? A. City and county. 
Q. How long have you been chief clerk there? A. A little 
over five years. 

Q. Prior to that time what was your occupation? A. 
Chief real estate appraiser. 

Q. How long did you hold that office? A. From 1925 until 
I became chief clerk. 

Q. And before 1925 what was your occupation? A. I 
was a real estate appraiser from 1919 to 1925. 

Q. You were a real estate appraiser in the office of the 
City and County Assessor? A. Yes, the same office. 

Q. Then, from 1925 on you were chief appraiser; is that 
right? A. Yes. 

104 Q. And for the last five or six years you have been 
chief clerk in the assessor’s office? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Have you with you the official records showing the 
assessment on the land and building of Senator Phipps’s 
on Colfax Avenue ? A. I have what we call a real estate 
appraisal card. This shows the assessed value of the piece 
of property. 

Mr. Shannon. I object, unless he is just describing what 
he had. I object to his reading from the record. 
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Mr. Reed. I was going to follow this with the question 
asking him what the assessed values were for these years 
11)25 to 1932, both inclusive. 

Mr. Shannon. I object to that, Your Honor, on the 
basis that I think it is fairly well established that assessed 
values cannot be testified to except where the testifying 
party is the assessing party. 

The Member. I think the question should be asked, and 
you can make your objection when the question has been 
asked, and I will then rule on your objection. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Do those cards show the assessed value of the land 
and the buildings separately ? A. Yes. 

Q. For the years 1925 to 1932, both inclusive? A. 

105 Yes. 

Q. Will you please give us those assessed values? 
Mr. Shannon. I now make the same objection, Your 
Honor. 

The Member: I will overrule your objection. 

Mr. Shannon. I will also add as a ground, the man who 

made the assessment is not here and is not subject to cross- 

examination. There is no way we can tell what facts were 

considered or what elements were involved. It is only an 

indirect expression of his opinion, and we have no way of 

finding out how his opinion was arrived at. 

The Member. The question is—and I think the record so 

shows—: What do the records of the Citv and Countv of 

• •> 

Denver show to have been the assessed values of the land 

and improvements separately? Whatever value that testi- 

monv has is another matter. It is onlv directed to what the 
* • 

records show. Whether the petitioner is going to rely on 
that evidence is another matter. 

I will overrule the objection. 

Mr. Shannon. Exception. 

The Member. The exception will be noted. 

A. 1925: land, $26,650: improvements, $55,000; total, $81,- 
650. 

1926: Land, $32,210; improvements, $51,800; total, $84,- 

010 . 

1927: Land, $32,210; improvements, $51,060; to- 

106 tal, $83,270. 
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192S: Land, $25,330; improvements, $51,7S0; total, $77,- 

110 . 

1929: Land, $25,330; improvements, $19,100; total, $44,- 
430. 

1930: Land, $25,330; improvements, $17,760; total, $43,- 
090. 

1931: Land, $25,330; improvements, $16,140; total, $41,- 
•+/ 0 . 

1932: Land—the place is blank: it was undoubtedly the 
same. Improvements, $13,800. 

This card was voided the following 1 year, and that is the 
reason the land wasn’t put in for 1932. 

Mr. Shannon. 1 move that the witness’ answer be 
stricken in so far as it relates to any other years than the 
year 1925, which is the year when the valuation of the resi¬ 
dence is in question. 

The Member. "What is the purpose of all of tliis testi¬ 
mony ? 

Mr. Reed. It bears, primarily, on the allocation of the 
cost basis of the petitioner, as divided between land and 
buildings. Tie paid a lump sum, in the first place, for the 
land, plus the buildings. This is evidential as showing the 
relationship of land to buildings in value. That is first. 

Second, I was going to follow this by the evidence 
107 that Mr. Chrysler, himself, made most of these esti¬ 
mates, and that he is of the opinion that they cor¬ 
rectly represent the value of the separate items that arc in 
question. 

The Member. I just caution you on this point, that if 
you take into consideration many of the proceedings before 
this Board where it has been necessary to prove the fair 
market value of real estate, it is very infrequently and 
hardly ever direct evidence of the value of real estate or 
improvements to turn to the assessed values in the city 
records. There are other methods of proving values of im¬ 
provements as separated from properties. 

I understand perfectly well the burden of proof is on you 
to prove the value of the residence that was demolished. 

Now, counsel for respondent has made an objection, and 
I think his objection goes primarily to whether the assessed 
values of the improvements are proof of what the fair mar¬ 
ket value of that building was. 
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There are several kinds of proof of cost and fair market 
value. 

Mr. Heed: I propose to prove that the witness is an ex¬ 
pert on the values of Denver city property, that he made 
these values, that the law of Colorado requires the prop¬ 
erty to be assessed at its full value, and in his opinion it 
was, in this case. 

The Member. I do not like to suggest to you the 

108 method of asking your questions so that no objection 
will be made. However, I will say this, that if this 

witness is qualified to testify as to values I see no reason 
why you don’t call upon him to testify as to the value and 
let his testimony stand as the testimony of an expert wit¬ 
ness. 

Why do you, so to speak, “put the cart before the horse,” 
and ask him to testify first as to what the city records 
show, and then testify that he made the estimates that went 
into the records? 

Mr. Reed. Maybe our minds are pointing in different di¬ 
rections. It doesn’t seem like “the cart before the horse” 
to me, but I will follow Your Honor’s suggestion. 

By Mr. Heed: 

Q. Mr. Chrysler, in the course of your work as appraiser, 
as chief appraiser, and as chief clerk in the assessor’s of¬ 
fice, have you acquired knowledge of the values of real 
estate in the city of Denver? A. Yes. 

Mr. Shannon. Just a moment. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. How many years have you been each of these things? 
A. I was a real estate appraiser from 1919 to 1925. 

Q. Where? A. Here in the assessor’s office in Denver. 
Then, I was chief real estate appraiser, in that same 

109 office, from 1925 to 1935. I have been chief clerk 
from 1935 to the present time. 

Q. Have you ever been employed by a real estate com¬ 
pany? A. T have made independent appraisals at times, 
on leaves of absence from the city. 

Q. For private owners or for real estate companies? A. 
T believe, for both. 
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By Mr. Reed: 

Q. What did you have to do with the making of the ap¬ 
praisal of this property between 1925 and 1932? A. In 
1926 the city of Denver put in a method of assessing. Be¬ 
fore that time there hadn’t been anv regular method of 
assessing buildings, and at that time there was a method 
of assessing, based on replacement, put in. I helped get 
up that system, based on cubic foot costs—helped work up 
that manual. 

By The Member: 

Q. You mean, a method of appraising as a basis for 
making an assessment? A. Yes. And then, there was a 
force of men put to work, who appraised every building in 
the city for assessment purposes. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Was that under your direction? A. Yes. I acted as 

chief appraiser at that time, and approved the work 
110 sheets on all of those buildings. 

Q. Were you familiar with this house of Senator 
Phipps’s, on Colfax Avenue? A. Only in a general way. 
I never was in the house. 

Mr. Shannon. During what time? 

Mr. Reed. The period I am speaking of, 1925 to 1932. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. You were only familiar with it in a general way? A. 
Yes. 

Q. Were you sufficiently familiar with it to express an 
opinion as to its value? A. My opinion would have to be 
based, somewhat, on the appraisal as taken by an appraiser 
and approved by me. 

Q. What, in your opinion, was the value of that house; 
not the land, but the house alone, in 1925? 

By the Member: 

Q. In the first place, have you an opinion, sir, indepen¬ 
dently, of the value of that house? You can answer the 
question Yes or No. In the year 1925. 

I will ask the question over. 
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Have you any independent opinion as to the value of the 
house on Colfax Avenue which belonged to Senator Phipps, 
in the year 1925? A. Xot independent of our records. 

The Member. Very well. 

111 Mr. Shannon, is there a question pending? 

Mr. Reed. I did ask for his opinion as to the value. 

The Member. He has no opinion. 

Mr. Reed. He evidently has no opinion. 

Bv Air. Reed: 

Q. Is it correct that the law of Colorado requires real 
state to be appraised at its full value? A. That is the law. 

Mr. Shannon. I object to that, Your Honor. The witness 
is not qualified to testify to that. 

Mr. Reed. He knows*’what the law of Colorado is. 

The Member. 1 don't know whether he does or not. I 
sustain the objection. 

Mr. Reed. You mav cross-examine. 

The Member. I think there has been an objection made 
by respondent that the appraised value of this property 
should not be received in evidence. 

Mr. Reed. I thought Your Honor ruled on that. 

Mr. Shannon. 1 move to strike, Your Honor, the testi¬ 
mony of this witness on the basis that replacement cost is 
not evidence of fair market value. 

The Member. There has been no testimonv given bv this 
witness, so far, as to what the replacement cost of this 
property was. Replacement cost might have some evi¬ 
dential value, but no testimony has been given, other 

112 than that there has been read into the record some 
appraised values as they appear on the books of the 

City and County of Denver for several years. 

Now I understand that the new system for appraising 
property in this city did not go into effect until the year 
1936, and the basic year, for purposes of determining al¬ 
leged loss in this case, is the year 1925. 

This witnesses’ testimony does not even show, at the 
present time, what the basis of that appraised value was in 
1925, and I understand that all he is able to do is to read 
from the records what the appraisal was for the purpose 
of assessment in 1925. He did not make the appraisal him¬ 
self, and he is doing nothing more than read from the 
record. 
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Now, that is the state of this witness’ testimony at the 
present time. I have ruled that I would receive that testi¬ 
mony in evidence to show only what the appraised value of 
the house in question was in 1925, and I shall have to 
weigh that evidence, with whatever other testimony he has j 
to offer as to the value of this property in the year 1925; 
but I will state now, I do not consider the appraised value j 
for the year 1925 adequate by itself. 

Now I believe that the record is fairly well explained, 
and the respondent should cross-examine, if he desires to. 
Mr. Shannon. 1 do not desire to, Your Honor. 

Mr. Reed. I have one more question. 

113 Bv Mr. Reed: 

* 

Q. In 1926, when the replacement cost was computed, 
can you tell us what the estimated replacement cost of that 
house was? 

Mr. Shannon. I object to that, Your Honor. 

The Member. 1 will overrule your objection. 

I understand that the citv records show that the citv 

* * 

determined that the replacement cost of this property was 
a certain amount in 1926. 

And now I understand you are going to introduce more 
evidence as to values. I shall have to weigh all of this 
evidence, and 1 prefer to admit it rather than not to have an 
adequate understanding of the estimates the petitioner 
wants to introduce. 

A. The replacement cost was estimated at that time to be 
$98,680. 

Mr. Reed. That is all, Mr. Chrysler. 

Mr. Shannon. No questions. 

The Member. 1 am going to ask the witness this ques¬ 
tion : 

Bv the Member: 

Q. Were you in the assessor’s office in the year 1925? 

A. \ es. 

Q. Do you know what method was used in the year 1925 
for appraising improvements on real property ? A. It was 
the opinions of the real estate appraisers. There 

114 wasn’t a scientific method before 1926. The apprais¬ 
ers went out and looked at the property and turned 

in a figure, and that was accepted. 


i 
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Q. But you were not an appraiser of this particuar prop¬ 
erty? A. Not of this property? 

Q. What was the appraised value of the improvements 
in 1925? A. $55,000. 

Q. And for the year 1926, on the basis of another system 
of appraising improvements, the value increased, then, 
to how much? A. $51,800 was the assessed value for 1926. 

Q. Of the house? A. Yes. 

Q. $51,800, in 1926? A. Yes. 

Q. The assessed value of the house for 1925, then, was 
more? A. Yes. 

Q. It was $55,000 ? A. Yes. 

The Member. There are no further questions? 

Mr. Shannon. I would like to have the record show that 
the last answer this witness made to counsel’s ques- 
115 tion was made from the records of the city. 

The Member. I think the record will show that all 
of these figures in the record at the present time have been 
read from a card from the city appraiser’s office. I feel 
sure the record shows that. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Mr. Chrysler, will you tell us how, with an estimated 
replacement value of $95,682, the final assessment was 
brought down to $51,807 ? 

Mr. Shannon. I object, Your Honor, unless the card itself 
shows that—unless the witness would be reading only from 
the card. 

The Member. Now I am confused. I understood you to 
read a larger figure, of about $91,000, as the appraised 
value of the building on this property for the year 1926. 

The Witness. The replacement cost new would be $98,- 
680. 

By the Member: 

Q. Did you use that value as the basis for assessment? 
A. That is the start. After the cost of replacement there 
are deductions made for physical depreciation and utility 
depreciation to bring it down to the assessed value. 

That is what it would cost to build the building new at 
that time. 

Q. Over what period do you figure depreciation? A. 
From the time built, 1892. 
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116 Q. Arc you acquainted with the method used of 
computing value for purpose of assessment of taxes? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Are you acquainted with the method that was used in 
1925? A. Yes. 

Q. Did vou make anv assessments yourself on the basis of 
reports that were brought into you by appraisers? A. I 
don’t know— 

Q. Were you an assessor in the year 1925? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you make any assessment on this property in the 
year, 1925? A. I didn’t make the assessment myself, no. 

Q. Does your card show what the value was in 1925, for 
the purpose of assessment? A. Yes. 

Q. What was it ? A. $55,000. 

Q. What was the value, for the purpose of assessment, 
in 1926? A. $51,800. 

Q. 800 or 807 ? A. Well, $51,807. We always, in bringing 
the figures over for the assessment, only use ten’s of dol¬ 
lars. 

117 Q. Why did you read into the record awhile ago a 
value of $91,000 as the value of the property in 

1926? A. $91,680 was the replacement cost at that time. 

Q. Why did you read that into the record? A. This 
record is made on the basis of replacement new, with allow¬ 
ances for depreciation for the buildings for the time they 
have been built. 

Q. What would it have cost to replace that building in 
1925, with the allowance for depreciation and other items 
you have just referred to? Or, what would it have cost 
in 1926? A. $98,680 it would have cost to replace it new 
at that time. 

Q. Without taking into consideration depreciation? A. 
Then, the depreciation is taken into consideration. That is 
the starting point in the appraisal, to find out what it would 
cost to build it new at that time. 

Q. You do not assess taxes on the basis of cost of repro¬ 
duction new in the city of Denver, do you? A. Not unless 
it is a new building. 

Q. If you have an old building you start in with the cost 
of reproduction new? A. Yes. 

Q. Then you reduce that before you take the value for 
assessment; isn’t that true? A. Yes. 


i 
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118 Q. Then, why did you rend into the record the 

value of $98,000 as the value of this property in 1926? 

Are you trying to confuse this record? A. As 1 under¬ 
stood the question it was, what would it cost to build it at 
that time ? 

(J. That wasn't the question. You understood perfectly 
well the purpose of these questions is to determine what the 
value of this property was in 192(5. 

The Member, if you want to ask this witness any fur¬ 
ther questions, you may do so. I think the record shows 
completely what the witness can testify to, and he hasn’t 
understood some of your questions. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Mr. Chrysler, you say in making tin* assessment in 
192(5 von started with the total cost of replacement new? 
A. Yes. 

Q. What deductions did you then make from that? 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Did you personally make the deductions, or are you 
a yam reading from the records? A. 1 am readiny from the 
records. 

The Member. All riylit, read from the records, and ans¬ 
wer the question as to what deductions were made, on your 
card. 

A. A deduction of 30 per cent was made for physical 
depreciation. 

119 By the Member: 

Q. Over a period of how many years? A. That was for 
that vear, 192(5. The house was— At that time tliev showed 
1896 as the year constructed, which later was chanyed to 
1892, but at that time it showed 189(5 as when the house was 
constructed. It was 30 years old, and it had an estimated 
life of 100 years, which yavo 1 percent a year for physical 
depreciation. So, a deduction was made for 30 percent 
physical depreciation. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. "What did that leave as the value of the house, after 
deductiny 30 percent for physical depreciation ? A. $69,076. 
Then, there was a deduction of 25 percent. 
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Q. Why was the deduction of -5 percent ? A. Called util¬ 
ity depreciation. 

Q. What does that mean? A. All of the real estate was 
given a 25 percent reduction after this figure of replace¬ 
ment less depreciation was arrived at. 

Q. Why was a!! of the real estate .idveil a 25 percent re¬ 
duction ? 

Mr. Shannon. I object— 

The Member (Interrupting). Don’t make any objection. 
I have to wei^h the evidence. 

120 A. I believe it was the policy to give this 25 per¬ 
cent deduction from what they called the value to the 
assessed value in order to keep Deliver in line with other 
counties in the State. 


By Mr. Reed: 

( t ). The feeling was, then, that other counties were not 
being assessed at their full value? A. Yes. 

Q. So a 25 percent deduction was given to everybody in 
Denver? A. Yes, to all alike. 

( t ). And that brought it down to the final figure of >*51,807; 
is that right ? A. Yes. 

Mr. Shannon. Your Honor, counsel is leading the wit¬ 
ness. 

The Member. Counsel is trying to get the witness to read 
from his card, because the witness doesn’t understand he 
should read the full record from his card. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. The other figures you have given as to deductions for 
depreciation and for utility depreciation appear on the rec¬ 
ords you have before you ? A. Yes. 

Mr. Reed. That is all. 

121 The Member. The witness is excused. 


Witness Excused. 


Mr. Reed. Mr. Eppieh. 

L. F. Eppieh, called as a witness by and on behalf of the 
petitioner, having been first duly sworn, was examined and 
testified as follows: 
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Direct Examination 
By Mr. Reed: 

Q. State your name, please. A. L. F. Eppich. 

Q. Mr. Eppieli, where do you live? A. Denver. 

Q. How long have you lived in Denver? A. About 60 
years. 

Q. What is your occupation? A. Realty. 

O. How lone,' has that been your occupation? A. Over 
40 vears. 

Q. Have you had occasion to appraise the value of real 
estate in the city of Denver? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Frequently or otherwise ? A. Frequently, during that 
period. 

122 ( t ). Have you borne any official relationship to the 
Federal, State, county or city governments which re¬ 
quired your making appraisals of real estate? A. I have 
made appraisals for Federal, State, county, and city offi¬ 
cials. I have made appraisals for large corporations, like 
the Stockyards, the Denver Tramway Company, and the 
railroads. 1 was one of the appraisers that appraised the 
railroad terminals for the railroads. I have made frequent 
appraisals for banks and trust companies, and for life in¬ 
surance companies. 

We represent the Metropolitan Life Insurance Company. 
We also are appraisers for the Equitable Life Insurance 
Company of Xew York, and one or two smaller companies. 

Q. Have you at present any official position which re¬ 
quires your forming opinions as to the values of real es¬ 
tate? A. Well, I have official positions in the City and 
County of Denver, as Chairman of the Board of Adjust¬ 
ment Zoning, and Chairman of the Denver Planning Com¬ 
mission. Values, of course, enter somewhat into both of 
those positions. 

Q. Are you familiar with Senator Phipps’s property on 
Colfax Avenue, which is the subject of discussion here? A. 
Yes, sir. 

Q. Were you familiar with it while the dwelling house 
remained standing on it ? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you have any business connection with that 

123 property at that time ? A. Yes, sir. We represented 
Senator Phipps, in connection with Mr. Van Holt 

Garrett, who was associated with me at that time. 
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Q. Did you make efforts, in behalf of Senator Phipps, 
to sell or lease or develop the property? A. We made a 
great deal of effort to dispose of it—to sell it, not so much 
to lease it. 

Q. For what character of business did you attempt to 
sell it? A. We offered it for any business that thought 
they could use it, but our ideas were that for some special 
business it was especially suitable. 

Q. Can you give us any special ones? A. Yes. For a 
mortuary, or for offices. Those are two that I recall right 
now. There were others. 

Q. Restaurants? Clubs? A. Clubs, yes. 

Q. Schools? A. Yes; a private school was another. 

Q. What, in your opinion, was the value of that house 
in the year 1925? A. $75,000. 

Q. I neglected to ask you whether you had been in the 
house. A. Yes, sir, I have. 

124 Q. Frequently or otherwise? A. Frequently. 

Q. You knew how it was constructed, of course? 
A. Tn a general way. It was stone, brick, and steel. 

Q. What would be the ordinary rate of depreciation on 
a building of that character? A. We would rate that from 
1 to 2 percent per annum. 

The Member. May I interrupt you a minute, Senator 
Reed ? 

Mr. Reed. Yes. 

i 

By the Member: 

Q. You have expressed an opinion as to the value of the 
residence at Colfax Avenue, in 1925, as being $75,000 ? A. 
Yes, sir. 

Q. Will you explain how you arrived at that valuation? 
A. That was my opinion, based on long experience. 

Q. What factors did you take into consideration in form- j 
ing that opinion? A. The size of the building, the manner 
of its construction, the improvements in the building, the 
furnishings—I don’t mean furniture, but the wall decora¬ 
tions, the fixtures, and the general character of the build¬ 
ing. 

Now, that is frequently backed up by using the figures 
of the assessor as to areas. It would be rather a difficult 
matter for an appraiser—or it would be a great deal 
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12o of trouble to measure every building, so we fre¬ 
quently conferred with the county assessor in arriv¬ 
ing- at the cubical content of the building, as their figures 
are very accurate. 

( t ). Is the value of $75,000 a fair market value or a value 
that represents an estimation of the depreciated value of 
the building from its original cost? A. I though $77),000 
was the fair market value for that property at that time. 

Q. in other words, that is what you would take into con¬ 
sideration if you were selling the piece of property, includ¬ 
ing the building: is that correct? A. Xo. The land would 
be in addition to the $77),000. 

(,). That is what 1 mean. A. Yes. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. At what price was the property listed with you for 
sale? A. The house, with about 127j feet, was listed at 
$127),000. 

( t ). How much of that was allowed, for the land? A. That 
would allow $27),000 for the land. Then, we had an addi¬ 
tional area of about 127) or 130 feet, which we also rated at 
a value of $25,000. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

(2. That valuation was your valuation, or Senator 
126 Phipps's valuation as an offer to sell, was it not? 

A. Yes, sir: based on our value of the property. 

By Mr. Reed: 

( t ). Your asking price, then, was $25,000 more than what 
you rated as the fair market value? A. I think I want to 
amend that answer a bit. Our asking price for the prop¬ 
erty, with half the land, approximately, was $125,000. The 
asking price for the entire property was $150,000, but wo 
used $125,000 as the asking price for the building and the 
land on which it stood. 

Mr. Reed. You may cross-examine. 

The Member. 1 would like to ask this witness one or two 
questions. 

By the Member: 

Q. Where is Hast Colfax Street located in Denver? In 
what kind of a district is it located, and what kind of dis- 
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trict was it in 1925? A. East Colfax Avenue is the prin¬ 
cipal east and west street in Denver. It extends from the 
east city limits to the west city limits. 

The land beginning at Broadway, which is the north and 
south main artery, crossing Colfax, is what we regard now 
as the basis of the center of the city for the purpose of 
loca t in if p ro perries. 

Xow, this East Colfax property is situated about a mile 
from Broadway. 

127 In the early years all of this property, beginning* 
above the State Capitol, which occupies three blocks 

of West Colfax, on the side street, facing on the north and 
south of the Capitol, the property east of that was nearly 
all high-class residences in the early years, and possibly 
up to 1920. About 1920 it began to change into business. 

In 1922 the city of Denver appointed a zoning commis¬ 
sion to zone the entire city. I was chairman of that com¬ 
mittee. Thereupon, the entire city was zoned, and East 
Colfax was zoned as business throughout its entire length, 
with two or three exceptions, small four-corner places which 
were near parks or boulevards, they were retained as resi¬ 
dential. 

From that time on, the use of Colfax gradually changed 
to business. 

Xow, about the time we were endeavoring to sell Sen¬ 
ator Phipps's residence we still maintained that that, while 
it wasn’t desirable for a residence any more, on account 
of the change in zoning, was highly desirable for certain 
uses such as a mortuary or a school or special business. 
Therefore, we continued to devote our efforts to selling 
that property as a business location. 

Q. In 1925 the zoning had been completed? A. Yes; in 
February of 1925. 

Q. And in the zoning, this particular location was 

128 within the business area as zoned? A. Yes. 

Q. Xow, this was a house that was completed about 
1893? A. Yes. 

Q. It was a 32-room house, with 9 bathrooms? A. Yes. 

Q. Were there similar houses in Denver? A. I don’t 
think they were quite as elaborate as that. There were 
many fine, large residences along Colfax, but I think pos¬ 
sibly this was the linest. 
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Q. Was it possible in 1925 to compare this residence with 
other residences on Colfax? A. Yes, in the way of being 
verv much better. 

Q. In making your estimate of the value in 1925 did you 
take into consideration other values of similar types of 
residences; that is, residences as large and as old? A. Well, 
they could hardly be used as a comparison, except in a 
general wav. 

Q. Why ? A. Because of the size of it, 32 rooms. 

Q. There were no other houses of 32 rooms in the neigh¬ 
borhood? A. Xo residences. 

Q. Was there any market for 32-room residences 

129 in 1925? A. Xo, I don’t think there was. 

The Member. Xo other questions. 

Bv Mr. Reed: 

Q. Was there a market in 1925 for 32-room buildings 
which could be used for business purposes? A. We thought 
so. 

Q. When was Colfax Avenue widened, do you recall? A. 
It was widened at two or three different times. There was 
a section widened from Franklin to York Street. Then, 
two or three years after that it was widened from Colfax 
east—I have forgotten just how far—I think, all the way 
to—no, I can’t remember. I remember there was a por¬ 
tion widened beginning at Broadway, up Colfax. 

Q. You do not remember when it was widened in front of 
Senator Phipps’s property? A. I can’t state the year. 

Mr. Reed. That is all. 

Cross-Examination 
By Air. Shannon: 

Q. Mr. Eppich, you just stated you thought there was 
a market for 32-room buildings for use other than a resi¬ 
dence. Do you know of any actual sales which occurred, of 
a comparable type of house, not necessarily involving 32 
rooms, but approximately 20 rooms? In other words, a 
large residential building—in that neighborhood, of 

130 course. A. I don’t recall that there was. I know 
there were some houses farther east on Colfax, large 

homes, that were remodeled into apartments. 

Q. Do you know the price those houses sold for? A. 
Xo, I don’t. 
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Q. Do you know the price any residential property was j 
sold for, approximating this type, in a nearby or compar- j 
able neighborhood? A. No, I don’t. I don’t think there j 
were any to compare it with. 

Q. Can we find a comparison by going to a 15-room house? j 
A. I wouldn’t think so. 

Q. Do you know of a sale of any 15-room house at about 
that time? A. I don’t recall. 

Q. Or a 10-room house? A. On Colfax? 

Q. Yes. A. No, I don’t, at the moment. 

Q. Do you know of a sale of any residential property j 
at about this time in that particular territory? A. Yes. j 
There was a house sold on High Street, next to the corner 
of Colfax. I think that house sold for about $15,000, and 
was remodeled into apartments. Now, there are 

131 others along that street that were not sold but were 
remodeled. 

Q. Was that a house and land? A. Yes. 

Q. You say, High Street and Colfax? A. Yes; perhaps 
50 or 75 feet off. 

Q. How much land was involved? A. 75 feet. 

Q. Then, in your testimony the basis for your $75,000 
valuation is not actual transactions involving sales? It j 
is your opinion? In other words, not an expression of the 
actual fair market value of what the actual transactions j 
were? A. That is quite true, because there wasn’t any¬ 
thing to compare it with. Therefore, my valuation is based 
on my knowledge of values in that neighborhood. 

Q. If you did not know of any actual sales, what knowl¬ 
edge did you have of market values? A. 40 years experi- j 
ence. j 

Q. I am not clear as to the method which you used in ar- j 
riving at the value of 75,000. You said it was based upon 
40 years of experience. Are there no other elements? A. 
Yes, there are other elements. In sizing this building, get¬ 
ting the cubical content, figuring its depreciation, and other 
elements, I arrived at the judgment that that building was 
worth $75,000. 

132 By the Member: 

Q. If you had a note pad here and were going to com¬ 
pute the value over again for this piece of property, do I | 
understand you would take the total area as so many 
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square feet, and you would use as a multiple a value of so 
much per square foot, and the result would be $75,000? A. 
Yes; but not as a determining factor, simply as a tactor in 
arriving at a valuation. 

Q. That is one of the methods you use? A. Acs. 

Q. You would, then, use another method ? A. A es. 

Q. As a check? A. Yes. 

Q. AYhat method would you use? A. That is where my 
judgment takes place. 

Q. It would just be a matter of your judgment, then? 
A. That is correct. 

Q. As to what would be a fair price to ask for it? A. 
Yes. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. How did you relate the computed value to market 
value? A. 'Well, I just figured the value of my judgment 
was the market value of it. 

133 Q. And that is still your opinion? A. Yes. 

Q. And your opinion is related to no knowledge 
on your part of any sales on the market at that time? A. 
There were some sales, but you couldn’t use a 15-room 
building or a 10-room building to get the value of the 32- 
room building of the character of that Phipps place. It 
would have to stand on its own feet for a valuation. 

Q. Can you make any comparison between sales which 
vou know about and vour opinion that the value was $75,- 
000? A. No. 

Q. AYhat in your opinion is the correct definition of fair 
market value? A. Fair market value is where you have a 
willing buyer and a willing seller. That is the generally 
accepted term. 

Q. This property was for sale or for rent in 1925? A. 
Not for rent; for sale only. 

Q. And it wasn’t sold? A. No, sir. Efforts were made 
to sell it, however. 

Q. I believe you described to the Court the general type 
of the territory during this period, especially in 1925. 
"Would you say that it was either residential or business, 
or probably half-and-half, or probably some other percent¬ 
age? A. I would say it was business. 

134 Q. Purely business? A. Yes, because I don’t 
think anybody would build any more residences on 

that street. 
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Q. There were houses there being lived in, were there j 
not? A. Yes; several of them. 

Q. Approximately half of the territory still had houses 
in it? A. No, I don’t think so; not in that neighborhood. 

Q. In 1925? A. That’s right. 

Q. Now, you have testified that the house might be used 
as a special type of business, and you mentioned a mortu- j 
ary, for one. How is that house, or how was that house j 
suitable to use as a mortuary? A. It had a very imposing 
entrance, and had very large rooms on each side of a cen- j 
tral hall, and had large rooms on the second floor for many j 
uses a mortuary would have to have. 

Q. Wouldn’t there have had to be some remodeling? A. | 
Oh, yes. 

Q. A considerable amount? A. I don’t know. That 
would depend on the taste of the mortician. 

Q. Could a mortician afford to pay $75,000 for a house, 
plus the value of the ground? Would it be a financially 
sound proposition for that type of business? A. I 

135 think so. These people we were dealing with thought 
so. I am not a mortician; I don’t know. 

Could he have used the 32 rooms in that business? A. 
Well, Mr. Orlinger thought lie could. We offered it to him. 

Q. I am asking you. You offered it. A. I don’t know. 

Q. And you have testified as to the price. Now, if, in 
your opinion, it could have been used as a mortuary, you 
must have had some reason for the opinion. A. My rea¬ 
son was, the inquirer was a mortician, and he considered 
it very seriously. 

Q. But no actual completed transaction was effected? i 
A. No; that is true. 

Q. And no actual transaction was completed and effected 
in any of the other propositions that you might have con¬ 
sidered? A. There was not. 

Q. As far as you know, the building was vacant from 
1925, at least, until the year 1932, when it was demolished ? 

A. Except for a caretaker. There may have been some 
temporary occupancy I wouldn’t know about, but generally 
speaking, it was under a caretaker. 

Q. It was never actually used either as a residence—oc¬ 
cupied as a residence, or in any other way, during 

136 that period? A. Well, I know it wasn’t occupied as 
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a residence; and as for a business, the Senator didn’t want 
to consider a tenant for the property, so it couldn’t have 
been rented. 

Q. During that time he didn’t attempt to rent it through 
you? A. No, sir. 

Q. But you were trying to sell it at that time? A. Yes. 

Q. And you actually found no purchaser for it? A. 
True. That is, at our price. There were one or two in¬ 
stances where offers were made, but they were rejected. 

Q. Were they substantially less than the $75,000 which 
you have testified to? A. Yes. 

Q. Can you name such an offer? Not in amount, but the 
type of business that might have come in there. A. A 
theater. 

Q. Did the contemplated sale to the theater involve the 
land and the buildings together? A. Yes, it did. 

Q. Did it contemplate the additional land; in other 
words, the land that the house did not exactly stand on and 
was used for residential purposes? A. I can’t tell 
137 tell you definitely. My recollection is, the purpose 
of these people was to build a building on the vacant 
land and utilize the present building for other purposes. 

Q. They intended to demolish the residence? A. I don’t 
know as to that. I think not. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Are you speaking of Mr. Sexton’s and Mr. Talbot’s 
proposition? A. Yes, 1 am. I am referring to that, but I 
am not sure about it. 

Mr. Shannon. That is all. 

Redirect Examination 
Bv Mr. Reed: 

Q. With regard to converting large buildings, do you 
know the Hazard Mortuary of 273 Broadway? A. Yes. 

Q. Is that a large building? A. Yes, but no comparison 
to the Phipps residence. I could name you a half-dozen 
of that kind. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. It was converted, however, from a smaller building? 
A. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Shannon. That is all. 

Mr. Reed: That is all. 

138 By the Member: 

Q. Mr. Eppich, I believe you stated a few minutes ago 
that Senator Phipps did not regard this property as resi¬ 
dential property in 1925. Did you make a statement of 
that kind? I didn’t quite hear it. A. I’m not sure. I 
don’t know whether Senator Phipps did or did not, but I 
didn’t think it was residential property any longer. 

Q. What was your statement? Do you remember what 
the statement you made was? I am trying to clarify it. 
A. I don’t recall, but I think it must have been along the 
line I am stating now, because that was my conviction. 

Q. Then I will ask you this question: "When did Sena¬ 
tor Phipps turn this property over to you as agent? A. 
About 1925. 

Q. What instructions did he give you? A. Well, his 
first—I can trust to memory; that was some years ago. 
His first question was, what was my valuation of that prop¬ 
erty, and what could be done with it? Naturally, he would 
have liked to have it used for a residence— 

Q. (Interrupting) I am not asking you what he would 
have liked to have done. What instructions did he give 
when he turned the property over to you? A. To sell the 
building, with approximately the land on which it stood, 
for $125,000, figuring the balance of the land worth 

139 $25,000, or $150,000 for the entire tract. 

Q. Did he make any suggestion to you as to what 
it should be sold for? Did* he just tell you to sell it—if 
somebody wanted to live in it, sell it for a residence; or 
was it just that kind of an order, “Sell it.” A. Just, 
“Sell it.” 

Q. And it was your idea that the property would be more 
marketable if it were sold for some business purpose? A. 
Yes. 

Q. That was your idea? A. Yes; and I think it was 
the Senator’s, but I don’t recall his having mentioned it 
particularly. We have known Senator Phipps for a good 
many years, and when this property was for market he 
put it in our hands, not specifying for what purpose it was 
to be sold. 
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The Member. That is all. 

Bv Mr. Reed: 

Q. When was that property zoned for business purposes 
and not residential? A. The city zoning began in 1923. 
The ordinance was passed in February, 1925. 

Q. And it was zoned at that time? A. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Reed. That is all. 

The Member. Any further questions? 

140 By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Did you originally testify that this property along 
East Colfax Avenue was zoned in 1922 as business prop¬ 
erty? A. No. 

Q. The property at that time was tending toward busi¬ 
ness, however? A. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Shannon. That is all. 

The Member. If there are no further questions, the wit¬ 
ness will be excused. And he may leave ? You do not want 
him to return tomorrow? 

Mr. Reed. That is right. 

Witness excused. 

The Member. We will continue with this case tomorrow 
morning at 10 o’clock. 

(Thereupon at 5:35 p. m., September 18, 1939, the hear¬ 
ing of the above-entitled matter was adjourned to 10 a. m., 
Tuesday, September 19, 1939.) 
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United States Board of Tax Appeals 

_ | 

Docket No. S3S64. j 

Lawrence C. Phipps, Petitioner, 


Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Respondent. 

Reporter’s Minutes 

Hearing at Denver, Colo., on the 19th day of September, 
1939, at 10:30 a. m. 

- ! 

The above-entitled proceeding was resumed on this the 
19tli day of September, 1939, before the Honorable Marion | 
J. Harron, Member of the United States Board of Tax Ap¬ 
peals, at Denver, Colo., pursuant to adjournment, where¬ 
upon the following proceedings were had and testimony 
heard, to-wit: 

Appearances: 

(Same as heretofore noted.) 
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143 Proceedings 

The Clerk. Docket No. 83S64. 

Mr. Reed. Senator Phipps, will you take the stand again,; 
please? 

Lawrence C. Phipps, having heretofore been first duly! 
sworn, was recalled to the stand, and was examined andj 
testified further as follows: 

Direct Examination 

Bv Mr. Reed: 

* 

Q. I neglected to ask you yesterday, Senator Phipps, how 
much of your time during the years from 1926 to 1932 voui 
spent in this business of trading in real estate, and operat-; 
ing and developing real estate. 

Mr. Shannon. I object to the question as involving a; 
conclusion, Your Honor. 

The Member. 1 will overrule the objection. 

A. Several hours everv dav. I observed rather regular 
business hours, just as 1 require regular hours from my! 
employees. 

I was consulted in all matters relating to the business, j 
dealings in stocks and bonds, as well as trading in and de- j 
veloping real estate, and buying and selling. 

Q. When you were in the Senate how much time were you 
able to give to your private business? A. A great deal j 
through correspondence, by letters, telegrams, and! 

144 frequently by telephone. All matters were referred j 
to me. No decisions were made or actions taken: 

without my consideration and approval. 

Q. In your Denver office how many rooms have you? A. j 
I have four rooms. 

Q. How many had you in 1932? A. I had three at that! 
time, as I recall it. 

Q. How many employees? A. Never less than three, with-i 
out counting consultants, such as the certified accountants ; 
and attornevs. 

•' i 

Q. Does that include any real estate agents that you em- ! 
ployed? A. No. 

Mr. Reed. That is all. 
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Cross-Examination 
By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Senator Phipps, do you have a real estate broker’s 
license for the State of Colorado? A. No, sir. 

Q. Do you spend your time in the office entirely on your 
personal affairs as such, or is part of that time devoted to 
activities in which you are interested in corporations? 

The Member. Read the question, please. 

(Thereupon the reporter read the question as re¬ 
corded.) 

145 The Member. Do you understand that question, 
Senator? 

The Witness. I don’t, entirely. I believe I can answer 
it, though, in an understanding way. 

A. If corporations are meant to include the wholly-owned 
companies, a large portion of my time is spent in consid¬ 
eration of those companies’ affairs. If it relates to com¬ 
panies in which I am merely a stockholder, and I am not a 
director in any of them, I would say only a small portion of 
my time. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

V 

Q. Is spent in relation to the activities of the corpora¬ 
tions in which you have an interest? 

The Member. I think you should reframe the whole 
question. I don’t know what the subject of the question is. 

Mr. Shannon. Read the original question and answer. 

(Thereupon the reporter read the question and answer 
as recorded, as follows: 

“Q. Do you spend your time in the office entirely on your 
personal affairs as such, or is part of that time devoted to 
activities in which you are interested in corporations? A. 
If corporations are meant to include the wholly-owned com¬ 
panies, a large portion of my time is spent in consideration 
of those companies’ affairs. If it relates to companies in 
which I am merely a stockholder, and I am not a di- 

146 rector in any of them, I would say only a small por¬ 
tion of my time.”) 

Mr. Shannon. Strike my last question. 

I have no further questions. 
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Redirect Examination 
By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Are you a director of the Belcaro Investment Com¬ 
pany? A. I am not. 

Q. Did you mean you did not spend much time on their 
affairs? A. Oh, yes, I do. 

Q. If I understand you correctly, it was distinguished as 
between those corporations in which you own all of the 
stock and those in which you are a minority stockholder; 
is that correct? A. That is correct. 

Mr. Reed. That is all. 

By the Member: 

Q. Are you an officer of the Belcaro Realty Corporation? 
A. No, I am not. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. But you own all of the stock in it? A. I do. 

Q. There are qualifying shares, I presume, to the direc¬ 
tors? A. There are. 

147 Q. But you own those? They have been endorsed 
over to you? A. They have been. 

Mr. Reed. That is all. 

The Member. Senator Reed, is the petitioner making 
any contention in this proceeding that he is a real estate 
broker? 

Mr. Reed. No, Your Honor, not at all; he never has 
been. 

That is all, Senator. 

Witness Excused. 

Mr. Reed. Mr. Sexton. 

Ernest S. Sexton, called as a witness hv and on behalf of 
the petitioner, having been first duly sworn, was examined 
and testified as follows: 

Direct Examination 

Bv Mr. Reed: 

* 

Q. State your name, please. A. Ernest S. Sexton. 

Q. Where do you live, Mr. Sexton? A. In Denver. 

Q. How long have you lived in Denver? A. Since 1914. 

Q. What is your occupation? A. I am a real estate broker. 
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Q. How long has that been your occupation? A. 

148 Since 1914, in Denver. 

Q. Had you previously pursued that occupation 
elsewhere? A. Yes. 

Q. Where? A. Kansas City, Mo. 

Q. For how long? A. About two years. 

Q. Were you familiar with Senator Phipps’s house on 
East Colfax Avenue ? A. Yes. 

Q. Had you been in the house? A. Yes. 

Q. Frequently or otherwise? A. Frequently. 

Q. You were familiar with its construction? A. Quite so. 
Q. And its interior? A. Yes. 

Q. Have you in the course of your occupation been called 
upon to give estimates of the market value of real estate 
in Denver? A. Yes. 

Q. Have you been called upon to appraise properties in 
the East Colfax Avenue neighborhood? A. Yes. 

149 Q. For what sort of clients have you done that? 
A. I have done appraising for the city, and I have 

done it for railroads, banks, trust companies, and private 
individuals. 

Q. Have you done any insurance company appraising? 
A. Not much. 

Q. Have you, in the course of your occupation, acted as 
broker for either the seller or buyer of properties like the 
Phipps property? A. Yes. 

Q. Have some of those been in the East Colfax neighbor¬ 
hood? A. Yes. 

Q. Over what space of time has your familiarity with that 

district extended ? A. About 25 vears. 

* 

Q. Did you take an interest in this Phipps property after 
it had been placed in Mr. Eppich’s hands for sale? A. I 
did. 

Q. Were you associated with Mr. Eppich at all? A. Not 
at all. 

Q. You were entirely independent of his office? A. Abso- 

lutelv. 

* 

Q. Why did you take an interest in it? A. I thought it 
was an easy property to sell. 

150 Q. Did you submit various propositions? A. I did. 
Q. Do you recall some of them? A. Yes. I sub¬ 
mitted the property to 0. P. Bowers Confectionery Com¬ 
pany. 
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Q. Were they interested in it? A. Yes. 

Q. Why did the proposition not go through? A. That| 
was in 1925, and, as I remember, in the fall of 1925 we had j 
11 banks fail in Denver, and Mr. Joe Jacobs, who was prac-j 
tically the sole owner of Bowers, was involved in one of the i 
banks that failed, and, for the time being, they stopped any j 
expansion. 

Q. Did you know Mr. dinger? A. Yes. 

Q. What was his business? A. He was in the mortuary | 
business. 

Q. Did you have anything to do with presenting this ! 
property to him? A. 1 did. 

Q. Tell us what you did. Did you take him on the prop- i 
erty? A. Yes. Mr. dinger approached me sometime the j 
latter part of 1925 or early 1926—I don’t remember the j 
exact date—and said tliev wanted a mortuarv in East Den- : 
ver. Their onlv mortuarv at that time was in north i 

151 Denver. He said, “ Keep in mind, if you get a large i 
house that is usable for that purpose we would be j 

interested.” 

When Mr. Garrett told me Senator Phipps wanted to sell ! 
his house that was one of the prospects that 1 tried to inter- j 
est in the purchase of it, the dinger Mortuary. 

Q. What happened with Mr. dinger? A. I took Mr. din- j 
ger over there twice, and he later took his whole personnel j 
over and they went over the property very thoroughly, and j 
it was usable for their purpose. 

Mr. Shannon. I object to that last, Your Honor. That 
is a conclusion. Whether or not it was suitable for their 
purpose should be testified to by them. 

Mr. Reed. Not if this witness knows. 

Mr. Shannon. This witness cannot say whether or not it j 
was usable by them. He doesn’t know' whether they could 
use it. They are the only people who could know' that. 

The Member. The answer wasn’t entirely responsive to j 
the question. 

The question w'as, w'hat happened about the project? And j 
your answer followed along for a w’hile, and then you got | 
off the question. 

A. Well, we w'cnt through the property numerous times; 

I, with Mr. dinger, going over the physical parts of it to 
see if he could use it. The sale w'asn’t concluded, 

152 principally because of the reason of business en- j 
crouching on West Colfax to the point where he was 
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afraid of tlie difficulty of funerals getting in and out at that 
site. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. What price did you name him? 

Mr. Shannon. I object. 

I withdraw the objection to “What price did you name 
him?” Did I understand the question correctlv? 

Mr. Reed. Y es. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. What price did you name him? A. $150,000. 

Q. Was there any disagreement about the price? A. 
Yes. He said be thought it was a little bit high. 

Q. Now, after that did you have any experience with this 
property in connection with a theatrical building project? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Is that the one in which Mr. Talbot was interested? 
A. Yes. 

Q. When was that? A. That was in the latter part of 
1927. 

Q. Did the parties get far enough to draw up a contract 
of lease or sale? A. I think that was a contract of purchase, 
as I remember it. 

153 Q. Isn't that the one in which the rent for the land 
and the building was placed at 43,500 per year? 

Mr. Shannon. By whom? 

Mr. Reed. By the parties. 

Mr. Shannon. By what parties? 

Mr. Reed. Both parties. 

A. I don’t think so. I think the deal I had on at that time, 
as I remember it, was the purchase of the property. 

Bv Mr. Reed: 

% 

Q. We are talking about different deals apparently. Were 
you associated with Mr. Talbot and Mr. Mayer in a deal? 
A. Y r es. 

Q. With a view to purchase? A. Yes. 

Q. Was there a cash deposit made on that? A. Yes. 

Q. How much? A. As I recall, $5,000. 

Q. When was that? A. Well, it was either in the latter 
part of 1927 or the early part of 1928,1 can’t say positively. 

Q. Nothing came of that deal, did it? A. Yes. The Sen¬ 
ator refused it, as I remember. 
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Q. That is what I mean. You didn’t come to an ; 

154 agreement, and the deposit was returned? A. Yes. i 

Q. Subsequent to that, in January, 1928, was there ! 
a proposition looking forward to the demolition of the j 
building and the erection of a theater, with stores, fronting I 
on Colfax Avenue? A. That is right. 

Q. Were you and Mr. Talbot interested in that? A. Yes. | 
Q. Did the parties come to terms to the point of having j 
a contract drawn? A. We had a contract drawn, yes. 

Q. Contract of sale? A. Yes. 

Q. There has already been put in evidence, as petitioner’s 
exhibit Xo. 4, a letter from Mr. Garrett to Mr. Talbot, set¬ 
ting forth a counter offer, which in exhibit Xo. 5 appears j 
to have been accepted, and in exhibit No. 6 Senator Phipps 
answers that with congratulations and directions to draw ! 
up a contract covering the deal. Do you recall those trails- j 
actions? A. I will have to take a moment to read this. 

Q. Surely. 

i 

(Witness reads exhibit referred to.) I 

A. Yes, I recall that. j 

Q. And Messrs. Hughes and Dorsey of Denver did 'j 

155 draw up the contract as instructed there, did they 
not? A. That is right. 

Q. What caused that deal to fail? A. As I remember, Mr. j 
Talbot had formerly been in the theater business, and it I 
was through him that the arrangements had been made for ! 
the pictures, which terminated in the beginning of 1928. i 
There was some change made in the distribution of films. j 
Q. As far as you know, Senator Phipps had nothing to do 
with that? A. He had nothing to do with that. 

Q. Was it a question of first-run films, or something of 
that sort? A. Yes. 

Q. Is it a more valuable contract to be able to show films 
on their first running? A. Yes. 

Q. And that arrangement which you expected to have was 
cancelled, you say, by the film companies? A. Yes. 

Q. And was that what caused you to give up the contract? 

A. That was it. 

Q. It was not because of any disagreement with Senator 
Phipps? A. No. 

Q. Mr. Sexton, what in your opinion was the value 

156 of that building, apart from the land—what was its 
fair market value in 1925? A. In my opinion, $70,000. 
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Q. Upon what elements do you base that opinion? A. 
Comparisons of other sales, its value based on cubical con¬ 
tent, and its usability for various purposes. 

Q. I would like for you to tell us your view as to its 
usability, and for what purposes. A. 'Well, it was usable 
for doctors’ clinics; it was usable for mortuaries; and it was 
usable for a concern such as Mr. Bowers’s. 

Q. The confectionery you spoke of ? A. Yes. And life 
insurance companies. Any large office. 

Q. Could it have been used for a school? A. Yes. 

Q. Or music studios? A. Music studios, or art schools. 
It had various uses. 

Q. Now, is this speculation on your part, or have you, 
in the course of your occupation, transformed large dwell¬ 
ings into such establishments? A. Yes. 

The Member. Well, that does not answer the question. 
“Yes” what? 

The Witness. He asked me if I had transformed 

157 large dwellings. 

The Member. He asked you first whether this was 
speculation on your part. A. No, I don’t think so. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. You are answering from your experience, are you? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Would you wish to refresh your recollection as to 
some of the properties that you have been active in having 
transformed? A. Yes. 

Mr. Reed. He has given us a list. (Handing list to Mr. 
Shannon.) 

A. However, I didn’t negotiate the sales or leases on all 
of those properties. (Indicating list.) 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. But you did on some ? A. I did on some. 

Q. You are familiar with what was done in all cases? A. 
I am. 

Q. I hand you petitioner’s exhibit No. 10 for identifica¬ 
tion, which purports to be a letter written by you to Mr. 
Mayo. Did you write that letter? A. That’s right. 

Q. Using that to refresh your recollection, will you 

158 tell the Court of some cases in which you know large 
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dwellings in Denver to have been converted to business j 
uses such as you have told us about? A. Well, in mor¬ 
tuaries, the Moore Mortuary was a large dwelling. 

Q. Do you remember how much was involved in its sale ? 

Mr. Shannon. I object to that. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Did you make the sale yourself ? A. No. 

Mr. Shannon. Then, I don’t believe this witness’ testi¬ 
mony is competent, Your Honor. 

The Member. The question is whether he knew how much 
was involved. 

Answer the question Yes or No. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Did you know how much was involved? A. I can’t 
sav for sure. 

Mr. Reed. Then, I will withdraw my question. 

Q. You say that was a large house? A. Yes. I sold the 
property that is now occupied by the Feldman Mortuary. 

Q. Was that a large house? A. Yes. 

159 Q. How much was involved? A. Well, it was a 

rather old house. About $10,000. 

I also sold the property where the Reid-Husted Osteo¬ 
pathic Clinic is located. That was a large house. 

Q. How much was involved there? A. It was about 
$10,000, too, as I recall it. These were both rather old 
houses. 

I am familiar, somewhat, with some of these others, al¬ 
though I didn’t negotiate the sales, and I can’t swear to 
the exact figures. My information is somewhat hearsay. 

Q. Leaving out the figures, then, and speaking only from 
your own knowledge, tell us of some large houses that were 
converted into business houses. A. The former John Good 
home, at 1000 Pennsylvania. 

Q. Was that a large house? A. A very large house. 

Q. What was done with it? A. That is the School of 
Music. 

By the Member: 

Q. How many rooms were there in that house? A. Prob¬ 
ably 25. And the Lamont School of Music was the former 
Burger residence. 
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By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Are you testifying to facts that you know of? A. 
Yes. The Fine Arts Studios, 1115 Grant Street, was for¬ 
merly the Dennis Sheedy residence. The Democratic 

160 Club is located in a large former residence. And the 
Republican Club. The Knights of Columbus was 

formerly the Hearn home. 

Bv Mr. Reed: 

* 

Q. Was that a large dwelling house? A. Yes. 

Bv the Member: 

Q. How large ? A. I would say these houses are all com¬ 
parable to the Phipps house in size. 

Q. We have been told heretofore that the Phipps resi¬ 
dence had 32 rooms and 9 baths. If you know anything 
about the number of rooms in these houses, tell me, because 
“large” means very little to me. A. I would say the John 
Good residence had in the neighborhood of 25 rooms. The 
Lamont School of Music, the Burger house, not so large, 
perhaps 18. The Hearn residence and the Sheedy resi¬ 
dence both 1 would say had in the neighborhood of 25 rooms. 

The Physicians’ and Surgeons’ Hospital is located in a 
very large house on East Colfax. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. How many rooms? A. In the neighborhood of 25. 
Then, the former Kountz home, at Sixteenth and Grant, 
was a former residence. That is now a sort of a guest 
house. 

161 By the Member: 

Q. A lodging house? What do you mean by a guest house? 
A. It is, I might say, what we used to call a boarding house; 
a new name for an old use. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Mr. Sexton, I show you petitioner’s exhibit No. 9 for 
identification, which appears to be a clipping from the Den¬ 
ver Post of April 22, 1928. Do you identify the photograph 
of a building? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What building was it? A. The Phipps residence. 
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Q. Mr. Sexton, what do you consider to be the fair mar¬ 
ket value of a property? A. I would term it a free sale, 
what a willing buyer will pay a willing seller. 

Mr. Reed. You may cross-examine. 

Cross-Examination 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. I don’t believe you stated how large the Hazard house 
was, how manv rooms. A. The Hazard house is not so 
large, as I recall it. I really don’t know how many rooms. 

Q. Where is it located in comparison to the Phipps 

162 residence? A. It is located at Third and Broadway. 
It would be, roughly speaking, a mile west and a mile 

and a half south. 

Q. Was that a semi-business district? A. Where the 
Hazard Mortuarv is? 

w 

Q. Yes. A. Yes. 

Q. How large was the Feldman house? A. The Feldman 
house, when I sold it, was about a 12-room house. 

Q. Where is that located in comparison to the Phipps 
residence? A. That is located, roughly speaking, 2 blocks 
north and 4 or 5 blocks east. It would be a little more than 
5 blocks east—6 or 7 blocks. 

Q. Would that be considered in the Colfax area at all? 
A. In the area, yes. 

Q. How would you define that area? A. It is a different 
type of a street, but it is located in rather close proximity 
to the Phipps residence. 

Q. It is an entirely different type area, is it not? A. 
Quite so. 

Q. Is the Reid-Husted property—is the house, rather, on 
that property comparable in size to the Phipps house? A. 
No, it wasn’t as large. 

163 Q. How large was it? A. It had about 15 rooms. 
Q. Not over 15 rooms? A. I don’t recall that it 

had over that. 

Q. It was a stone or brick house, was it not? A. Yes. 
It was a different type of stone. 

Q. It was in good condition, was it not? A. No, very bad 
condition. 

Q. As to the Physicians’ and Surgeons’ home, located at 
2939 East Colfax Avenue, were not extensive improvements 
made there? A. There were. 
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Q. And they were made subsequent to the purchase, were 
they not ? A. No. 

Q. In other words, the purchaser did not make them ? A. 
The purchaser did make them. They were made after the 
house was bought. 

Q. I understood you to say “No.” A. I beg your pardon. 
I misunderstood the question. 

Q. You did not handle that transaction yourself? A. I 
did not. 

Q. Where is it located in comparison to the Senator 
Phipps property? A. It is located at Colfax and 
1G4 Milwaukee, perhaps a mile and a quarter east of 
there. 

Q. When did that transaction occur? A. As I recall it, 
around 1923 or 1924. 

Q. When did the Hazard transaction occur ? A. That, I 
don’t know. 

Q. When did the Feldman transaction occur? A. About 
1928 or 1929. 

Q. When did the Reid-IIusted transaction occur? A. I 
think that was about 1931. 

Q. When did the John Good house transaction occur? 
A. I think that was last year. 

Q. When did the Fine Arts Studios conversion occur? 
A. About 1925. 

Q. When did the Democratic Club conversion occur ? A. 
I would say, about 1927. 

Q. Where is that property located in comparison to the 
Phipps property ? A. Well, it is possibly G or 8 blocks 
closer in towards the city, and about 2 blocks north. 

Q. Isn’t it located within a few blocks of the main Broad¬ 
way business section of Denver ? A. Yes. 

Q. When did the Knights of Columbus conversion occur ? 
A. About 1924, as I remember it; possibly 1923. 

165 Q. Do you know as a fact when it occurred? A. 
No, I don’t; just from memory. 

Q. Isn’t it true that that is quite close to the business ter¬ 
ritory on Broadway? A. Yes. 

Q. How close is it to the Phipps residence ? A. Possibly 
about 10 blocks. 

Q. When did the transaction at Sixteenth and Grant 
occur? A. There were two transactions at Sixteenth and 
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Grant. Which do you refer to? One was the Knights of 
Columbus, and the other was the sale of the Kountz resi¬ 
dence. 

Q. We have just covered the Knights of Columbus trans¬ 
action. I am now referring to the other transaction. A. 
The sale of the Kountz residence ? 

Q. That is correct. A. I would say it was around 1925. 
Q. You cannot testify as a fact that that is when it oc¬ 
curred ? A. No. 

Q. You do not actually know when it occurred? A. I 
know approximately. 

Q. Was part of the property utilized for the construction 
of office buildings? A. Yes. 

Q. I believe you testified that that house was con- 

166 verted into a boarding house, did you not ? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you know that the Phipps house was on the 
market between 1925 and 1932 ? A. Yes. 

Q. It wasn’t sold, was it? A. No. 

Q. Will you describe generally the condition and the type 
of location of the East Colfax Avenue territory in 1922 or 
thereabouts? A. In 1922? 

Q. Yes. A. East Colfax in 1922, I would say, was more 

of a residential street than it was a business street. 

Q. Was it then tending toward business property? A. 

Yes, business was beginning to encroach on East Colfax, 

which at that time was a residence street. 

Q. And it has continued to so tend? A. That is right. 

Q. In 1925 did you consider it either distinctly business 

or distinctly residential, or a mixture? A. I would sav it 
* ' * 

was pretty close to half-and-half, half business and half 
residence. 

Q. Thereafter it became, more rapidly, business prop¬ 
erty, did it not ? A. After the zoning ordinance went 

167 into effect it changed quite rapidly. 

Q. The zoning ordinance became effective in 1925? 
A. Well, I thought it became effective in 1926. 

Q. Do you know, actually? A. My memory is that it was 
1926 when it became effective. I think it was passed in 
1925, but became effective in February of 1926. 

Q. Were there a great many transactions between 1925 
and 1932 in the East Colfax territory, with property chang- 
inghands? A. Well, it was quite active, yes. 
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Q. And tlie Phipps property was on the market for sale 
during that period? A. That is right. 

Q. 'Would any of the types of business which you have 
mentioned that might have utilized the premises have had to 
extensively alter the house for their particular purposes? 
A. I wouldn’t say so, no. 

Q. In other words, you believe that a 32-room residence 
could be utilized as such, with very little improvements or 
changes or alterations, as a doctors’ clinic? A. I would 
think so, yes. 

Q. As a mortuary? A. Yes. 

Q. As a theater ? A. No. 

168 Q. There would be extensive alterations there? 
A. I don’t think it had a great deal of value for a 

theater. 

Q. How could it have been utilized as a confectionery? 
A. Private dining rooms, large dining rooms. 

Q. In its then location? A. Yes. 

By the Member: 

Q. Then, when you use the term “confectionery,” do you 
mean more of a very high-class restaurant? A. Yes. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Do you believe the house would have been suitable for 
a life insurance company? A. I think so. 

Q. On what do you base that thought ? A. The Bankers 
Union Life Insurance Company here occupies a residence, 
at Thirteenth and Grant. 

Q. Will you describe that residence ? A. It is a residence 
of 15 or 18 rooms, converted into an office building. They 
use all of it. 

Q. Were the tapestries and fixtures and ornaments as 
elaborate? A. I don’t think so. 

Q. It wasn’t really a comparable house, was it? 

169 A. No. 

Q. Was it in a comparable location? A. Not ex¬ 
actly, no. 

Q. Do you think the Phipps house was properly located 
for utilization as a school, a public school ? A. Not a public 
school, a private school. 
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Q. What kind of a private school? A. A school for girls, 
a school for bovs, or a military school, or art school—vari- 
ous different types. 

Q. Do you think that the high ground rent, the necessity 
of converting rooms, and the cost of the house could be 
financed by a private school such as that? A. I can’t an¬ 
swer that, because I didn’t have any prospects for the house 
in the way of schools. I didn’t attempt to sell it as a school. 

Q. Do you know what the taxes were on that property in 
1925? A. I don’t recall. 

Q. So, you can only say that these uses that you have 
testified to are possible uses; is that correct? A. That is 
correct. 

Q. You cannot say that it would be financially sound for 
a businessman in any one of these categories to operate such 
an establishment? A. I think it is perfectly sound for a 
mortuary. 

170 Q. In spite of the fact that the traffic might inter¬ 
fere with funerals? A. The traffic at that time 

wasn’t anything like it is now. It was foresight, I think, on 
Mr. Olinger’s part that prevented him from buying it. He 
anticipated, I think, just what has happened. 

Q. Wouldn’t the house have had to have extensive alter¬ 
ations to be used as a mortuary ? A. Very little. 

Mr. Shannon. That is all. 

Mr. Reed. That is all, Mr. Sexton. Thank you. 

Witness excused. 

Mr. Reed. Petitioner offers in evidence petitioner’s ex¬ 
hibit No. 9 for the purpose of showing the photograph of 
the house. 

I might say to the Court that this is the only photograph 
of the house we have been able to find. 

Mr. Shannon. Is there any printing in connection with it 
that relates to the situation at that time, or anything like 
that ? 

Mr. Reed. There is quite an article about the new pur¬ 
pose, but we do not offer it for that purpose. It is admitted, 
of course, that the article would be mere hearsay. 

The Member. It will be received. 

171 (Thereupon the said photograph, so offered and 
received in evidence, was marked “Petitioner’s Ex¬ 
hibit Xo. 9,” and made a part of this record.) 
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Mr. Reed. Also, in connection with the testimony of Sen¬ 
ator Phipps, 1 offer in evidence petitioner’s exhibit Xo. 7, 
the architect’s tracing’ of the proposed office building. 

Mr. Shannon. Xo objection. 

The Member. It will be received as petitioner’s exhibit 
Xo. 7. 

(Thereupon the said tracing, so offered and received in 
evidence, was marked “Petitioner’s Exhibit Xo. 7,” and 
made a part of this record.) 

The Member. We will take a five-minute recess. 

(Thereupon a five-minute recess was taken.) 

Mr. Reed. Mr. Garrett. 

Van Holt Garrett, called as a witness by and on behalf 
of the petitioner, having been first duly sworn, was exam¬ 
ined and testified as follows: 

Direct Examination 

Bv Mr. Reed: 

Q. State your name, please. A. Van Holt Garrett. 

Q. Mr. Garrett, where do you live? A. Denver. 

172 Q. How long have you lived in Denver? A. A 
little over 15 years. 

Q. When did you come here? A. In the early part of 
1924. 

Q. Where had you lived before that? A. Augusta, Ga. 
Q. What is your occupation ? A. Realty. 

Q. Was that your occupation in Augusta, too? A. Xo. 
Q. You have been in that business only since the begin¬ 
ning of 1924? A. Yes. 

Q. When you first went into that business with what firm 
were you connected ? A. L. F. Eppich, Inc. 

Q. How long did you remain with them? A. Until Jan¬ 
uary 1, 1930. 

Q. And with what firm have you subsequently been con¬ 
nected? A. Garrett-Bromfield & Company. 

Q. You are the Garrett whose name is part of the firm? 
A. That is right. 

Q. When you were with L. F. Eppich & Company did 
you have anything to do with Senator Phipps’s real 

173 estate affairs? A. Yes. 
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Q. Will you describe to the Court what your connection 
was? A. The first one he listed with the firm to handle 
was his acreage in the Country Club district, which was 
plotted into what is now called the Country (dub Annex. 

I think the second piece of property was this 1154 Col¬ 
fax Avenue property. 

Q. Were any other of his real estate operations placed 
with L. F. Eppich & Company while you were there? A. 
Yes. 

Q. Which ones? A. The one we call the West Colfax 
property, which is an assemblage on West Colfax— There 
were two assemblages out there; the first, of 80 acres; and 
the second, of approximately 40 acres. 

Q. Is that what is known as the Exposition Avenue prop¬ 
erty ? A. I think that is what they call it. 

Q. Is it now called the Belcaro property? A. Part of it. 

Q. All of those were placed with Eppich & Company 
while you were connected with them, were they? A. The 
acreage at East Exposition was not developed into Belcaro 
Park until after January 1, 1930, but the purchase 
174 of it was while I was with Eppich. 

Q. After you went with the Garrctt-Bromfield 
Company were any further properties placed with that com¬ 
pany, or were all of Senator Phipps’s affairs taken from 
Eppich & Company and placed with the Garrett-Bromfield 
Company? A. All were taken from Eppich and placed with 
Garrett-Bromfield Company. 

Q. Then, after January 1, 1930, were any additional prop¬ 
erties placed with the Garrett-Bromfield Company by Sen¬ 
ator Phipps? A. Yes, there were some additional ones. 
Some of them were smaller. This additional 40 acres I 
mentioned just now, that was an assemblage that was done 
by Garrett-Bromfield Company and not by Eppich. 

Q. AVas that the property known as Lakota Heights ? A. 
Yes. 

Q. AVhile we are on that, how many transactions were 
required to assemble that property into one unit, do you 
recall? A. You mean the entire acreage, or— You see, 
the first 80 acres were assembled when I was with Eppich, 
and, as I recall it, there were some 20 odd transactions. In 
the assemblage of Lakota Heights, which was subsequent to 
1930, I think there were 92. 
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Q. You had to make 92 purchases to get the Lakota 
Heights property ? A. Yes. 

175 Q. Have you personally given attention to these 
matters while with these firms? A. Yes, with the 

assistance of some of the salesmen. 

Q. Have you been in constant touch with Senator Phipps 
throughout this period? A. Yes. 

Q. Have you since 1924 been called upon to make ap¬ 
praisals of properties? A. Yes. 

Q. By whom ? A. By individuals, banks, and insurance 
companies. I have served on the various appraisal com¬ 
mittees of the Denver Real Estate Exchange. 

Q. I presume your experience in 1925 would hardly have 
qualified you at that time to make an appraisal. A. It was 
rather limited. 

Q. But from your subsequently acquired knowledge can 
you tell us what you estimate the market value of Senator 
Phipps’s East Colfax Avenue building to have been in 
1925 ? 

Mr. Shannon. Tf Your Honor please, I object, on the 
basis that this witness has not qualified as an expert wit¬ 
ness. In 1925 he did not have requisite experience and he 
did not have knowledge of Denver realty at that time. A 
backward appraisal is irrelevant to an actual appraisal or 
an opinion of an actual value in 1925. 

176 Mr. Reed. If Your Honor please, I cheerfully ad¬ 
mit Mr. Garrett was not an expert, qualified to tes¬ 
tify, in 1925, but his subsequent experience would seem to 
qualify him to give an opinion now. 

The Member. The building has been demolished. You 
ask this witness to give a hindsight opinion without first 
asking him some of the other questions to qualify him to 
testify as to the value of this particular property. 

Mr. Reed. I see the force of Your Honor’s point. 

The Member. The objection is well taken. I sustain 
the objection. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Mr. Garrett, were you familiar with this Colfax Ave¬ 
nue house of Senator Phipps’s? A. Yes. 

Q. Had you been in it? A. Many times. 
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Q. Did you know the method of construction adopted in 
constructing it? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you know its condition of repair in 1925? A. 
Yes. 

Q. You knew the building itself at that time, did vou? A. 
Yes. 

Q. Now, I will repeat the question. What in your 
177 opinion was its fair market value in 1925? 

Mr. Shannon. 1 make the same objection, Your 

Honor. 

The Member. I will overrule the objection. 

Mr. Shannon. Exception, please. 

The Member. The exception will be noted. 

A. I would like to answer that question by using the 
plural pronoun. When Senator Phipps listed the property 
with L. F. Eppich I inspected it on several occasions with 
other men in the office, and it was in collaboration with them 
and their joint opinion that we concluded that that building 
had a value of $75,000. 

I later conferred with Senator Phipps and told him what 
price we thought he could get for that property. And it 
was at that figure he listed that property with Eppich & 
Company for sale. 

Mr. Shannon. Tf Your Honor please, that opinion is not 
the opinion of this witness. It is the opinion of a group of 
men he was associated with. And T still contend that he in 
one year could not have had enough experience to formulate 
an opinion as to the value of Denver property. 

Mr. Peed. I concede that in one year the witness could 
not have been qualified to express an expert opinion, but he 
has had 15 years experience now, and is thoroughly famil¬ 
iar with the house, and T am asking him his opinion as to 
the value of the house at that time. 

17S The Member. T think if this witness were asked 
what the opinion was of himself and his associates 
his answer would be responsive to that question. I think 
the witness has shown he did not form an independent opin¬ 
ion. He has testified what appraisal was given by his asso¬ 
ciates in the real estate firm of L. F. Eppich, Inc. 
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By the Member: 

Q. About what time did L. F. Eppieh, Ine., give that ap¬ 
praisal to Senator Phipps ? A. It was during the winter of 
1924- and 192”), as well as I remember. 

Q. We re you associated with them? A. Yes. I went 
with them April 1, 1924. 

Q. Yesterday I believe one of the witnesses for the peti¬ 
tioner was Mi-. Eppieh himself; is that correct? 

Mr. Reed. Yes, Your Honor. 

By Mr. Reed: 


Q. He was the head of the firm, was he? A. That is cor¬ 
rect. 

The Member. This witness’ testimony really does not 
develop very much in addition to what Mr. Eppieh testified 
to yesterday. Mr. Eppieh testified that his opinion of the 
value was—1 think he said $75,000. 

I think there isn't very much gained in objecting to this 
witness’ testimony. I think we should just let the 
179 record stand. 

Mr. Reed. It seems strange, with an expert so 
closely connected with the property, that we should put him 
on the -land and not ask him, as far as he is competent, to 
test if v as to the value. 


By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Mr. Garrett, we want your present day opinion of the 
market value of that house as it stood in 1925, based on all 
that you have learned and on the expertness that you have 
acquired throughout your 15 years of practice. A. Going 
back to the very beginning, as I analyzed it, and as has been 
frequently stated, I wasn’t entirely familiar with property 
values in Denver, but I knew, and common sense told me, 
that there was a use for that building. 

1 analyzed the district. Here was a former residential 
street being converted into business. It is almost at what 
we term a mid-town crossroads. We have very few streets 
in Denver that run north and south. And this property 
was situated right on the corner. 

I further learned that the center of population of Denver 
was going in that direction. According to the telephone 
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company’s records, the population was going out South 
Fourteenth Avenue, which was one block from this prop¬ 
erty. 

I conferred with the Outdoor Advertising Company, and 
learned that within 10 blocks of this property there 

180 were approximately 100,000 people living. 

So, I knew that there was some use for that build¬ 
ing, if I could find a user, and that was my job. 

Q. You were put in charge of that by L. F. Eppich Com¬ 
pany? A. That is correct. 

Q. How long did you continue to be in charge of the ef¬ 
forts to sell it or to convert it to some use or make a useful 
disposition of it? A. That was during the entire time T 
was with Eppich. Not only did 1 solicit the assistance of 
other salesmen in the office, but we did what we call—we 
relist it with certain firms throughout the city. I suppose 
half of the deals that are made arc between two offices; one 
office has the property, the other office has the purchase. 

Q. \Ye still haven’t your opinion as to the value. A. Ap¬ 
proximately $75,000. 

Q. That is your present day opinion? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, will you tell the Court in some detail of the 
various efforts that you made to dispose of that property, 
commencing with when Senator Phipps listed it with you 
in 1925? A. 1 will try to get them in the order in which 
they came. 

181 The first thing I tried to develop was a dentists’ 
building, because there was a definite trend or urge 

on the part of some dentists to get up town, particularly 
dentists whose clients were there. IVe went into that thor¬ 
oughly, and it wasn’t very successful. 

Through my connection with that, there was a group of 
doctors who were interested in establishing an uptown 
clinic. I went into that thoroughly with them. Their idea 
was to use the building for the general office of the clinic, 
and, if it proved successful, to put another building on the 
corner of Downing Street; there was a large vacant corner 
there. They wanted to put another building there, and then 
put another building on the center of the property, making 
a group. They really had in mind the Mayo Clinic, and 
they wanted to develop something in Denver on a much 
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smaller scale, in that vicinity. It is within three or four 
blocks of the majority of the hospitals of Denver. 

The Member. If vou can, give us dates bv vears. I want 
to follow the time. 

A. This was in 1925. Not being successful in working 
out this clinic, and from my contact with various doctors, 
I saw that there was quite a demand on the part of doctors 
to go uptown, to i*et out in the residential district, and that 
was when we had a sketch drawn for a medical center there, 
of a doctors’ and dentists’ office building. 

1S2 By Mr. Reed: 

Q. I show you exhibit Xo. 7. Is that the sketch you spoke 
of ? A. Yes, sir. During this time Mr. Sexton was work¬ 
ing in collaboration with us. lie had several prospects for 
the property. He dealt mostly with the prospective buyer. 

Mr. Shannon. I object to that on a hearsay basis. 

Mr. Reed. He was working with them. 

A. I collaborated with him in connection with Mr. Olin- 
ger, as he testified. I usually went along— 

The Member. I will overrule the objection. 

A. In 1927 we first investigated the practicability of es¬ 
tablishing a small market on part of that property, which 
would not injure the house but would develop the corner 
to a need which at that time we felt was there. 

Wo also considered constructing a building for the Bruns- 
wick-Balke-Collender Company for a bowling alley. 

When we submitted this project to the Senator, he did 
not take very favorably to amusements of that type. He 
didn’t think it was stable enough. So that is what hap¬ 
pened to- the bowling alley. 

Then, I believe Mr. Sexton and Mr. Talbot approached 
us on the idea of developing a small neighborhood theater. 
In the beginning it was the idea to use only a part of that 
property. 

183 We felt, however, in some of these projects, that 
we would injure the building that was on the prop¬ 
erty at that time. 

Here was an assemblage, a rather large piece of prop¬ 
erty, a large building, magnificently constructed, in ex¬ 
cellent condition, and we were afraid of hurting it. So from 
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that, we went into the idea of developing the entire prop¬ 
erty into a theater. 

Bv the Member: 

Q. During what year did you evolve that idea? A. It 
started in the fall of 1927. as I recall, and we had an offer 
to purchase—I think the figure was at $90,000, and there 
was a $5,000 deposit made, but they wanted some months 
before concluding the transaction, to develop their plans. 

Q. What was that, an offer to buy the property? A. Yes. 
The Senator refused the offer. A counter offer was not 
made. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Was that $90,000 your offer? A. Xo. It came from 
Mr. Sexton to me. 

Mr. Shannon. Then, I object to the inclusion of the 
amount, Your Honor. It is, at most, the opinion of at least 
Mr. Sexton as to what the property might have been worth. 

Mr. Reed. 1 didn’t ask the question, so 1 can’t 
184 very well defend it, but it seems to me it is all a part 
of the history of the case. It isn’t evidence of value. 

The Member. Are you going to argue your objection? 

Mr. Shannon. Yes, I believe I will, Your Honor. 

I should like to read from the case of Sharp v. United 
States, reported in volume 191 of U. S. Reports, at pages 
341, 348 and 349. 

“The errors assigned and upon which the argument was 
had in the Circuit Court of Appeals were twelve in number. 
They are, in substance, the same here. The first seven re¬ 
fer to the rejection of evidence in regard to offers to pur¬ 
chase the lands from the plaintiff in error. It was held 
by the trial court, in response to the proposal to give such 
evidence, that the plaintiff in error could not testify to 
different offers lie had received to purchase the property 
for hotel, residential or amusement purposes, or for a ferry, 
or a railroad terminal, or to lease the property for hotel 
purposes. 

“Upon principle, we think the trial court was right in 
rejecting the evidence. It is, at most, a species of indirect 
evidence of the opinion of the person making such offer as 
to the value of the land. He may have so slight a knowl¬ 
edge on the subject as to render his opinion of no value, 
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and inadmissible for that reason. Tie mav have wanted 

* 

the land for some particular purpose disconnected from its 
value. Pure speculation may have induced it, a willingness 
to take chances that some new use of the land might in the 
end prove profitable. 

185 “There is no opportunity to cross-examine the 
person making the offer, to show these various facts. 

Again, it is of a nature entirely too uncertain, shadowy and 
speculative to form any solid foundation for determining 
the value of the land which is sought to be taken in condem¬ 
nation proceedings. If the offer were admissible,—” 

The Member (Interrupting). I think that is enough for 

vou to read. 

•> 

It appears to me this witness was answering the question, 
which, generally, was, what he did in connection with the 
disposition of this property or the efforts to dispose of the 
property, and in the course of his running narration he 
mentioned the fact that an offer was made of a certain 
amount. 

The objection goes to striking from your testimony sim¬ 
ply the reference to the amount of that offer. It seems to 
me you may proceed to answer the question without making 
any statements about the price that was offered to you for 
the property. 

The point is that you did receive an offer, is that cor¬ 
rect? A. That is correct. 

By the Member: 

Q. In about 1926? A. I think it was the fall of 1927, as 
well as 1 remember. 

Q. And Senator Phipps did not accept the offer? A. That 
is right. 

186 The Member. I think the objection goes simply 
to your mentioning the sum of money that was of¬ 
fered, and 1 think the objection is well made, although I 
don’t think the testimony was given with the intent of in¬ 
jecting into the record another basis for the fair market 
value. I really believe that statement was more or less 
accidental. 

I sustain the objection. 
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Bv Mr. Reed: 

Q. What happened then, Mr. Garrett ? A. Well, the Sen¬ 
ator refused to sell the property. 

Then, we were approached with the idea of his advanc¬ 
ing the nionev to erect a theater, bv these gentlemen. Tliev 
would lease the entire property and operate it as such. 

It was at this time that we were approached by gentle¬ 
men interested in, I think, the Progress Club. They were 
looking for a building such as that for a club, but I think 
it was about this time that, instead of buying a city club, 
I think some of this group got together and bought a coun¬ 
try club. 

Of course, as you have heard, this theater did not ma¬ 
terialize. It was something that the Senator’s offer had 
nothing to do with. It was simply that they were unable to 
get the franchise. 

Q. Did you make a counter offer to Mr. Talbot and Mr. 
Sexton about the theater? A. Yes, sir; and we 

187 reached an agreement. 

Q. Did you report that to Senator Phipps by tele¬ 
gram? A. Or letter. 

Q. The telegram is in evidence. Did you get a reply from 
him? A. Yes. 

Q. I show you petitioner’s exhibit Xo. G. Is that Senator 
Phipps’s reply? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you then take it up with Mr. Hughes and Mr. 
Dorsey to prepare the lease contract? A. Yes. 

Q. Was that prepared ? A. It was. 

Q. Yet the deal fell through? A. Yes. 

Q. After, apparently, the parties had reached an agree¬ 
ment. Why did it fall through? A. We had agreed on all 
terms. It was just a matter of agreeing on certain vcrbagc 
of the terms of the contract. And, as I recall, they had 
learned they could not get a franchise for first-run pictures, 
and this investment was too large for second-run. And the 
deal just “blew up.” 

Q. After that, what further efforts did you make to get 
rid of the property ? A. There were so many of them 

188 there—I took a trip to California to investigate these 
types of markets. 

Q. Who paid your fare? A. Senator Phipps did. We 
endeavored to develop a hotel, but without success. There 
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was a remodeling investigation there, remodeling for apart¬ 
ments. 

Q. Do you remember who was Mr. Sexton’s and Mr. Tal¬ 
bot’s architect in this theater project? A. Mr. Simon orig¬ 
inally; and then, when we reached an agreement—I didn’t 
know Mr. Simon was in it at the time, but when I reached 
an agreement with Mr. Sexton and Mr. Talbot on all terms 
we employed Temple II. Buell to prepare plans. 

Q. You didn’t know Mr. Simon had alreadv done so? A. 
No. 

Q. If, in fact, he did. That has not yet been proved. 

Tell us of any other projects you worked on before the 
building was demolished. A. There was an amusement 
project there, to erect a natatorium, with sundry amuse¬ 
ment features, that was not practicable. 

There was a branch of the crippled childrens’ organiza¬ 
tion that approached us, and that did not work out. I think 
the reason was that they would have had to put on several 
drives. 

189 That was about the last one 1 recall, and that was 
in 1931 some time. But there were numerous at¬ 
tempts to make a disposition of that property, not only 

bv our office but by the various offices in town. 

* * 

Q. The matter was pursued actively until the building 
was torn down? A. Yes. 

Q. Mr. Garrett, are you familiar with Senator Phipps’s 
offices here? A. Yes. 

Q. You are related to Senator Phipps, are you not? A. 
I am. 

Q. His son-in-law? A. That is correct. 

Q. Are you familiar with his operations in real estate 
in places other than Denver? A. Y'es. 

Q. What would you say was Senator Phipps’s business? 
A. Well, I always considered he managed his own invest¬ 
ments, and was an extensive real estate operator. 

Q. Are there any other real estate operators in Denver 
who have larger operations than liis? A. Well, I guess 
some of them have almost as large. I don’t think they have 
gone into the development of land as extensively as lie has. 

Q. What plots has he assembled, laid out, and im- 

190 proved with streets and utilities in the Denver neigh¬ 
borhood? A. How many? 

Q. Yes. A. Two. 
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Bv Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Did you handle both of those personally? A. I did. 
By Mr. Reed: 

Q. He has had an interest in other plans of lots, has he 
not? A. Yes; but that was before I came to Denver. 

Q. You are only speaking of those of which you have 
personal knowledge? A. Those that I handled personally. 
Q. Those since 1925? A. Yes. 

Q. You haven’t any knowledge of what preceded that? 
A. It was 1924 when he turned over to us the Country Club 
property to develop. 

Q. Did you have charge of putting in these streets and 
utilities in his behalf? A. I did. 

Q. Was that an extensive operation? A. It was a de¬ 
velopment of in excess of 200 lots, the first one. 

191 Q. How many of those lots remain unsold today? 
A. Oh, 25 to 35, is my guess. I haven’t looked at 
the map recently. 

Q. Most of them have been sold? A. Yes. 

Q. The balance are still offered for sale? A. Yes. 

Q. By your company? A. That is correct. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Was there anyone else interested in that except Sen¬ 
ator Phipps? A. Not that I know of. 

By the Member: 

Q. Why do you call it the Country Club project? A. 
The Denver Country Club, on the south of it—I think the 
first development was Park Club Place. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Have you a map here that would show it? A. No, I 
haven’t. 

The Member. All that my question is directed to is to 
clear up any ambiguity that is in my mind with reference 
to a Country Club project. Ordinarily a country club proj¬ 
ect means the development of a country club. I wondered 
why you call it a Country Club project, if it was the 

192 development of an assemblage of lots. 
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By the Member: 

Q. 1 will ask you: Were the lots sold for residential pur¬ 
poses? A. Yes. The lots were just across the street from 
the Country Club. 

Q. Couldn’t you find a more accurate description for it? 
What do realty men call that kind of development; an as¬ 
semblage of property for what purpose ? A. We assembled 
approximately 23 acres to subdivide and sell for residential 
building. 

Bv Mr. Reed: 

* 

Q. I show you petitioner’s exhibit Xo. 11 for identifica¬ 
tion. Will you point out to the Court where these respec¬ 
tive parcels are? 

The Member. Remember now you are speaking for the 
purposes of the record; so, for the purposes of the record, 
the only way you can describe that map to me is by refer¬ 
ring to colored areas. 

A. The Denver Country Club property is in yellow. Im¬ 
mediately north, in yellow, is a subdivision known as Coun¬ 
try Club Place. 

Also north of the Denver Country Club, and east of Coun¬ 
try Club Place, is a subdivision known as Country Club 
Annex, Amended. 

lt)3 By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Which of those was Senator Phipps’s? A. Country 
Club Annex, Amended. 

Q. Does that also show the Polo Club property which 
Senator Phipps testified about ? A. Yes. 

Q. Will you point that out? A. It is shown in green, 
southeast of the Denver Country Club property. 

Q. Is the Fourth Avenue plot also shown on that? A. 
That is known as Country Club Place, which I mentioned 
awhile ago. 

Q. Senator Philips’s interest in that preceded your com¬ 
ing to Denver, did it not? A. Yes. 

Q. Is his Imposition property shown there, too? A. Yes. 

Q. That is one of the properties which your firm is han¬ 
dling for the Senator? A. That is correct. 

Q. In what color is that shown? A. In light blue: it is 
dark blue, also. 
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By the Member: 

Q. Going back to this development of the Country Club 
Annex property, do you know when Senator Phipps ac¬ 
quired the property, or over what period he assem- 
194- bled the acreage? A. He owned it when I came to 

Denver. I understood he purchased it around 1911 
or 1912, but 1 don’t know that definitely. 

Q. How large was the other operation referred to as the 
Polo field? It has another general term. A. That was 
about 120 odd acres, in the entire development. I had noth¬ 
ing to do with that particular development. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. I will ask you further about that. Did you have to 
do with the laying out of the lots and installation of utilities 
on the Exposition Avenue property? A. I did. 

Q. Did you have personal charge of that? A. I did. 

Bv the Member: 

Q. Who paid you for your work? A. Senator Phipps 
paid for it. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. How many houses have been built on the Country Club 
Annex property which Senator Phipps developed; how 
many dwelling houses? A. I don’t know right offhand, but 
the minimum building site we sold was three lots. There 
must be 50 houses down in there. 

195 Bv Mr. Shannon: 

Q. You don’t know as a fact, do you? A. I haven’t 
counted them. 1 have sold all of those sites myself, per¬ 
sonally, except about the last half-dozen sites. 

Bv the Member: 

Q. It wasn’t part of your development work to take care 
of any construction ? A. Xo. They did that themselves. 
I think in 1934 it was pretty dead down in there, there was 
no activity; and our firm made an agreement with Senator 
Phipps that if he wouldn’t make us pay for the lots we 
would start two houses down there on speculation. That 
was 1934 or 1935. 

Mr. Reed. You may cross-examine. 
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Cross-Examination 
By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Mr. Garrett, you testified you thought the fair market 
value—as of now, the fair market value in 1925 of the 
Phipps residence was $75,000. Will you please explain how 
vou arrived at that valuation? A. I analvzed it as a usage 
value. That is something intangible, hut, as I explained a 
moment ago, there was a building of the best of construc¬ 
tion, in excellent condition, large, commodious, and situ¬ 
ated almost in the center, geographically, of Denver, cer- 
tainlv not over half or three-eighths of a mile from 

196 the center of population. 

I knew there was a user for that property, if I 
could find it. And one of the things I tried to develop was 
a club, but I knew if a Club wanted a building they couldn’t 
take a building of that character, for that money. 

That is the way I approached it. 

Furthermore, here was a block with this house on it, and 
part of that property could be developed in connection with 
the other. 

As I said, usage is rather intangible, but— May I illus¬ 
trate the point I am trying to make? 

Let’s take the building we are in. It has a use today, 
but suppose the government says it is inadequate, they will 
buy another site and build a post office and Federal build¬ 
ing. And they move out of here, and it is vacant. I don’t 
think anv of us would sav this building hasn’t a value. 
There is certainly a value to this building, and somebody 
can use it. 

Just very recently there was a telephone exchange build¬ 
ing up on York Street that had been used always as the old 
central system, and that was recently leased to a manufac¬ 
turer of fishing equipment, showing you that the men who 
sold that knew there was a user somewhere, if thev could 
find him. 

Q. The property was vacant at least during the period 
1925 to 1932, was it not? A. There was a caretaker always 
on the premises. There was just this family which 

197 occupied the servants’ quarters. 

Q. You have testified you made four or five, or 
thereabouts, efforts to sell the property during that period? 
A. Yes. That is— 
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Q. (Interrupting) And during that period you did not— 

Mr. Reed (Interrupting). Let him finish his answer. 

A. (Continuing) That is just a very few of them. We 
contacted more than that. 

Bv Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Those efforts were unsuccessful? A. Yes. 

Q. In 1932 the building was torn down? A. Yes. 

Q. During the period 1925 to 1932 you couldn’t find any 
user for the property? A. No; that is, not satisfactory. 

Q. And it was more profitable to you to demolish the 
building in 1932 than it was to continue it as a vacant stand¬ 
ing building? A. The taxes on that property were rather 
heavy. Colfax Avenue was gradually being converted into 
business. Ground values were gradually going up. The 
more they went up, the less economical it would be for some¬ 
one to attempt to use an old building. 

The building then wasn’t developed to its highest 

198 and best use. That is a factor that always has to be 
considered. 

Q. But during that time it seemed there was no user who 
could profitably use the building? A. That is correct. 

Q. And during that time the Colfax area was becoming 
more and more business in nature? A. Yes. 

Q. More and more business was coming in, so that the 
opportunities for developing a business became greater? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Your opinion as to the value was only that it must 
have had some use? A. That is correct. 

Q. And that a user could profitably pay $75,000 for the 
building, plus whatever he might have had to pay for the 
ground, plus whatever he might have had to pay for con¬ 
verting or altering, and still have a profitable enterprise? 
A. Yes. There was a highly speculative value on this prop¬ 
erty, in addition to the things you have enumerated. 

Q. Don’t you think it would have been more profitable for 
any such business to try and find a place where possibly 
the ground wasn’t as high in cost, and where they might 
have been able to build a suitable building, actuallv con- 
structed with the particular business purpose in mind? 
Wouldn’t it have been more advantageous to them 

199 to have to have done something like that than to try 
to convert an old building. No matter in how good 
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a condition it might have been for residential purposes, it 
still wasn’t suitable for business purposes, was it:’ A. No, 
sir; that is not always true. We have listed in our office 
now a large residence on Ninth and Grant, formerly occu¬ 
pied by Blaney. It just happens to be one block, and a little 
bit over, but it is still zoned for residence. The Colorado 
Life Insurance Company selected that and made us an offer 
and left a deposit of $2,300 with us for four or five months 
while we were endeavoring to get the zoning changed to 
permit them to use it. 

Now, if the Colorado Life had wanted to go uptown and 
erect a building they couldn’t possibly have gotten what 
thev could get in that building for the price they offered, 
$27,500. 

And just right after that, when we were not able to get 
the zoning law changed, we had a substantial offer from a 
club in Denver, and they put up the money, and we found 
out there was a school right there so close to it thev couldn’t 
get a license, of course. 

Q. They paid $27,000, you say? A. I say they offered 
that. We couldn’t get the zoning changed and had to re¬ 
fund the deposit. 

Q. Don’t you think the difference in the price of 
200 $27,500 offered and $75,000 might make a great 

deal of difference as to whether a business could af¬ 
ford to do that? A. Yes. But of course this is 10 vears 
later. 

The Member. I want to remind counsel this is cross- 
examination. 

Mr. Shannon. That is all. 

Mr. Reed. That is all, Mr. Garrett. 

Witness Excused. 

Mr. Reed. Mr. Simon. 

Walter H. Simon, called as a witness by and on behalf of 
the petitioner, having been first duly sworn, was examined 
and testified as follows: 

Direct Examination 

Bv Mr. Reed: 

Q. State your name, please. A. Walter H. Simon. 

Q. Mr. Simon, where do you live? A. Denver, Colo. 
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Q. Wlmt is your occupation? A. I am an architect. 

Q. How lorn? have you practiced architecture here in Den¬ 
ver? A. Since 1921, in Denver. 

Q. Did you know the residence building owned by j 

201 Senator Phipps on East Colfax Avenue? A. I did. 

Q. Had you examined it.' A. I had made several 
trips there. 

Q. You had seen the inside as well as the outside? A. Yes. 

Q. For what purpose did you first go there? A. I was 
asked to go there, by Mr. Sexton, to see whether it was j 
possible to use that building, or remodel that building for 
use as a mortuary. 

j 

Bv tlie Member: 

* 

i 

Q. When were you asked to go there? A. That was ! 
about 1925. 

i 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. What concern was considering it for a mortuary then, 
if vou know? A. The Olinger Mortuarv. 

Q. Did you examine it as to its use by Mr. Olinger for a 
mortuarv? A. Yes. 

Q. Have you had actual experience in converting dwell¬ 
ing houses into mortuaries? A. I have had some, yes. 

Q. What was your conclusion with regard to the Phipps 
house? A. My report to Mr. Sexton was that it was 

202 very adaptable for that purpose. 

Q. Would it have required extensive changes? A. 
Xo, it wouldn’t. 

Q. Did the house have large rooms? A. It had large 
rooms, and was in excellent condition, as far as bringing 
it up to a usable condition was concerned. It was in very 
good shape. 

Q. Did you have anything to do with the drawing of the 
plans for Mr. Sexton and Mr. Talbot when in 1928 they 
were considering leasing a building to be erected on that 
site for a theater? A. I did. 

Q. Have you those plans with you? A. Yes, sir; they are 
there (indicating counsel table). 

Mr. Reed. May I, without having it marked, just ask the 
witness to identify it—with Government counsel’s permis¬ 
sion? 
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Q. Is that the plan you prepared? (Handing plan to wit¬ 
ness.) A. This is the front elevation section; and the 
other sheet shows the plan. 

The Member. Let me ask you this question, so that the 
record will show what your plan was: 

Bv the Member: 

Q. What was the frontage of this piece of prop- 

203 ertv? A. The total length from Marion to Downing. 

Q. Do you know what the frontage of the property 
was? A. I can take it from these drawings. 

Mr. Reed. Could we save time by agreeing it was 260 
feet? 

Mr. Shannon. On Colfax? 

Mr. Reed. Y es. 

Mr. Shannon. Of the entire property, yes, but not the 
part the residence was on. 

The Member. Can you make any stipulation for the rec¬ 
ord on that? 

Mr. Reed. We suggest the stipulation that the Colfax 
Avenue frontage, of the entire property, was 266 feet in 
length, the house being erected at one end of that frontage. 

Mr. Shannon. 1 will so stipulate. 

By the Member: 

Q. What is your computation, Mr. Simon? A. As I cal¬ 
culate it here, it was 264 feet, according to the scale with 
this rule. 

Q. What was your plan for improving this property? A. 
This scheme was to take down the old house and develop 
the entire property for a theater and business—stores and 
shops in connection with the theater. 

Q. What does this drawing show, the front elevation of 
what? A. This particular sheet shows the front ele- 

204 vation of the theater and stores and businesses along 
Colfax. 

Q. How many stores? A. I can count them. (Counting.) 
11 stores on Colfax, and the theater entrance on Colfax. 

Q. You apparently had a style of architecture here that 
could be called Chinese? A. That is right. 

The Member. Any further questions? 

Mr. Reed. You may cross-examine. 

Mr. Shannon. No cross-examination. 

Mr. Reed. Thank you, Mr. Simon. 
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I 

i 

Witness Excused. 

Mr. Reed. Mr. Barkalow. 

Denise Barkalow, called as a witness by and on behalf of 
the petitioner, having been first duly sworn, was examined 
and testified as follows: 

j 

Direct Examination 

Bv Mr. Reed: 

*> 

Q. State your name, please. A. Denise Barkalow. 

Q. Mr. Barkalow, where do you live? A. Denver. 

Q. How long have you lived in Denver ? A. I lived ! 

205 here for about two years, from 1917 to 1919, and 
moved awav to Washington, and then returned to 

Denver in 1931, and have lived here ever since. 

Q. What has your occupation been since 1917? A. I have 
been Senator Phipps’s secretary. 

Q. You were his secretary in Washington, while he was 
Senator? A. For his business affairs; yes, sir. 

Q. Not political affairs? A. No, sir. 

Q. You have been his secretary here in Denver since he 
retired from the Senate? A. I have. 

Q. Where is your office? A. In the Denver National j 
Building, on the sixth floor. 

Q. That is also Senator Phipps’s office, is it? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. How many employees has he there? A. We have two 
girls who do stenographic work and bookkeeping work, in 
addition to myself. 

Q. That does not take into account any real estate agents 
he may engage? A. Or accountants, or attorneys. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Are you in charge of that office ? A. Yes. 

206 Bv Mr. Reed: 

i 

Q. How many rooms are there in that office ? A. We have 
four rooms at present. 

Q. In what business was Senator Phipps engaged in 1925? 
Mr. Shannon. T object to the question on the ground 
that it assumes that he was in business. 

Bv Mr. Reed: 

Q. If any? In what business, if any, was Senator Phipps 
engaged in 1925? 
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The Member. The objection is sustained. That question 
is a very simple question, and I will ask you to reframe it 
to be less leading. 

Bv M r. Reed: 

* 

Q. Mr. Barkalow, you are familiar with all of Senator 
Phipps’s business affairs, are you not? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Was that true in 1923? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. In 1923 what was Senator Phipps’s trade or business? 

Mr. Shannon. That still assumes that he had one, Your 
Honor. 

The Member. I will overrule the objection. That seems 
to be the only way the question can be asked. 

A. Looking after his interests in stocks and bonds, mort¬ 
gages, dealing as an operator of real estate for his 

207 own account, and buying and selling land, and the 
property he owned. 

The Member. Suppose we put the question this way— 
if I may interrupt you: 

By the Member: 

Q. You were in the employ of Senator Phipps in 1925; is 
that correct? A. Yes. 

Q. Where was Senator Phipps’s office in 1925? A. In the 
Senate Office Building in Washington, D. C. 

Q. Did lie have an office here in Denver? A. He had one 
room part of the time. 1 don’t remember whether it was 
1925, in that one year, but I think so. He had an office ad¬ 
joining his son's office. 

Q. Did you ever come to this Denver office in 1925? A. I 
can’t say for certain about 1923. I know definitely I did in 
1924, and I usually came during the summer while we were 
in Washington. 

The Member. We want to stick to the year 1925; is that 
right? 

Mr. Reed. Y’es. 

Bv the Member: 

* 

Q. Senator Phipps was a member of the United States 
Senate in 1925? A. That’s right. 

208 Q. Did he do anything else besides attend to his 
official duties in 1925? A. Y r es. He received corre¬ 
spondence and telegrams and telephone calls about his own 
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personal affairs, and he devoted such time as he could spare 
from his Senate duties to looking after his own affairs. 

Q. You stated awhile ago that he was engaged in business j 
in 1925? A. He still owned his properties and all. 

Q. Will you explain your answer? A. Well, here was a 
man with large investments in stocks and bonds and real j 
estate, and they had to be looked after, and he had to be 
consulted as to the disposition of certain properties per¬ 
haps. 

The Member. Now that is the line of questioning I would 
like for you to ask. This is very simple. The burden of 
proof is upon you to show that Senator Phipps was in busi¬ 
ness in 1925. T think the issues shape themselves up that 
wav, although the taxable vcar happens to be another year, 
1932. 

The findings of fact the Board has made in considering 
issues of that kind have always covered some very definite | 
kinds of activities. We want to know what those were, and 
you ought to ask questions which will bring that out, with¬ 
out asking the question which has tied up in it, “Was Sen¬ 
ator Phipps engaged in business, if any?” 

209 That involves the question that is part of this pro¬ 
ceeding, and the question itself comes very close to 
involving a conclusion. 

I would like for this record to be so that it will be as easy i 

V I 

as possible for me to decide the issue. I am neither trying 
to help you or hinder you in asking these questions. 

Mr. Reed. If Your Honor please, perhaps our customs 
are different in different parts of the country. Ordinarily 
we would ask the question, if he was engaged in a trade or 
business; then, if the witness answered affirmatively, we 

' % * m * ' 

would ask him to describe it. However, I will try to follow 
vour line of thought. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Senator Phipps in 1925, I presume, was attending to i 
his official duties in tlie Senate, was he not ? A. During the j 
session of the Senate, yes. 

Q. Did he have time to give to his personal affairs, in 
addition to the time required by his official duties? A. Yes, 
sir. 

Q. Did lie give time to his personal affairs? A. A great ! 
deal. 
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Q. Did those affairs include trading in real estate? A. 
Yes, sir. 

Q. Did lie make purchases of real estate? A. I can’t say 
definitely, during 1925, without looking at my rec¬ 
ords. 

210 Q. Well, the Senator’s own testimony as to the 
dates of his purchases and sales are already in the 

record. 

Was the Senator at that time interested in the develop¬ 
ment of plots of real estate? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Was he interested in the sale of lots on those plots 
at that time? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. At that time did he still have an interest in the Coun¬ 
try Club Annex property? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. You know all of this personally, do you? A. Yes, 
sir. 

Q. How did he have his activities in that regard? Did 
he spend part of his time here in Denver, part of the year? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. When the Senate wasn’t in session? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. While he was in Washington, do you know, of your 
own personal knowledge, whether he had correspondence 
with agents in Denver with regard to those real estate mat¬ 
ters? A. He did. 

Q. Did he have telegrams to and fro from them? A. He 
did. 

Q. Did he ever use the telephone, or did they, in 

211 communications? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. You are familiar with the Senator’s books, Mr. 
Barkalow? A. I am; yes, sir. 

Q. Approximately what did his holdings of real estate 
amount to in those days ? 

Mr. Shannon. I object, Your Honor. The books are the 
best evidence of that. 

Mr. Reed. I will withdraw the question. It is already 
in evidence, anyway. 

Bv Mr. Reed: 

Q. Did that situation continue in 1926? A. It did. 

Q. In 1927 ? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. In 192S ? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. In 1929? A. Yes, sir. 



125 


LAWRENCE C. PHIPPS VS. GUY T. HELVERING. 

Q. 1930? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. 1931? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. The Senator left the Senate in March of 1931, 

212 I believe. A. He did. 

Q. Did he come back to Denver? A. He did. 

Q. Where did he live? A. 360 High Street. 

Q. Was he in Denver during the year 1932 ? A. He was. 
Q. Where did he live? During the first part of the year 
where did he live? A. 360 High Street, I believe. 

Q. Then, did he move to Belcaro? A. Yes. When the 
new residence was completed he moved to 3400 Belcaro 
Drive. 

Q. During his stay in Denver in 1931 and 1932 describe 
the Senator’s operations in real estate. In the first place, 
what time did he spend in his office during those years? 
A. He was there daily; usually, from 9:30 or 10 in the 
morning to 4 or 4:30 in the afternoon. 

Q. He kept regular office hours, did he ? A. Pie was very 
particular about that, yes, sir. 

Q. During his office hours to what did he give his atten¬ 
tion? A. To his business affairs. 

213 Q. Securities and real estate? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did he frequently see Mr. Garrett? A. Yes, 
sir; very often. 

Q. In what connection ? A. In connection with his real 
estate holdings and other businesses. 

Q. Do you know of your own knowledge whether during 
that period Senator Phipps engaged in the assemblage of 
tracts of land ? A. I do; yes, sir. 

Q. And in their development? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. With streets and utilities? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And in the sale of tracts of land? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did that occupy a great deal of Ids time ? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Did he make personal examination of these tracts? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And suggested methods of laying them out? A. He 
did constantly, yes, sir. 

Q. Mr. Barkalow, you say you are familiar with Senator 
Phipps’s books? A. I am; yes, sir. 

Q. Are you familiar with the charitable contri¬ 
butions that he makes? A. Yes, sir. 


214 
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Q. Were you so familiar with his charitable contributions 
in 1932? A. I was. 

Q. I hand you petitioner’s exhibit No. 12. Was that pre¬ 
pared in your office and under your direction? 

Your Honor understands the purpose of this. 

A. This was prepared by me personally. 

Q. Does it correctly set forth the charitable contributions 
made by Senator Phipps in 1932? A. Not all charitable 
contributions, but deductible ones for income tax purposes. 

Q. He made others which you considered were not de¬ 
ductible? A. Exactly. 

Mr. Reed. Do you want to cross-examine on this before 
I offer it ? 

Mr. Shannon. It is identical with that set out in the re¬ 
turn, is it not ? 

Mr. Reed. I think it is. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Is it, Mr. Barkalow? A. It is supposed to be. I am 

quite certain it is. 

215 The Member. The return is in evidence, if vou 

7 w 

want to compare it. 

Mr. Shannon. Subject to subsequent comparison, I have 
no objection. 

The Member. The offer will be received as petitioner’s 
exhibit No. 12. 

(Thereupon the said list of charitable contributions, so 
offered and received in evidence, was marked “Petitioner’s 
Exhibit No. 12,” and made a part of this record.) 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Mr. Barkalow, did you have to do with the prepara¬ 
tion of Senator Phipps’s income tax return for the calendar 
year 1932 ? A. I did. 

Q. Where was that prepared ? A. Here in Denver. 

Q. Under your direction? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you include any item of depreciation or loss on 
the Colfax Avenue house ? A. I did not, sir. 

Q. Why not ? A. Purely an oversight on my part. 

Q. Had you since 1925 put in any deduction for 

216 depreciation? A. I had not. 
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Q. Why not? A. Same reason, oversight. 

Mr. Reed. You may cross-examine. 

Cross-Examination 
By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. From 1925 through 1932 you did not include, in mak¬ 
ing up Senator Phipps’s income tax return, depreciation or 
any loss purely because it was an oversight? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. In each year it was an oversight? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Will you explain how it happened to be an oversight? 
A. Well, Senator Phipps has very complicated returns, for 
one thing. It takes a great deal of time to assemble the 
facts and figures together. And, in addition, it is a very 
difficult matter for me to keep up with all regulations and 
the law in connection with income tax. Apparently, it was 
just overlooked. That is the only way I can explain it. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. You are not a lawyer, are you? A. No, sir, I am not. 
By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. When was the first time you discovered it? A. I be¬ 
lieve, about 1933 or 1934. 

217 Q. What did you then discover? A. That the 
house had been demolished and that we had a loss 
there; and we filed an amended return. 

Q. The house had not been demolished in 1925, had it? 
A. Xo, sir. 

Q. Did you discover the oversight yourself? A. I don’t 
think I did. 

Q. Someone brought it to your attention? A. Yes, sir. 
By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Do you recall who ? A. Yes. I think it was called to 
my attention by Mr. Mayo. Our returns became so compli¬ 
cated, and there were so many points about regulations that 
needed interpreting, that we found it necessary at that 
time to call in a firm of certified accountants, and we called 
in Mr. Mayo. 
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Bv Mr. Shannon: 

Q. You had not employed the Mayo firm prior to that 
time ? A. Not that I recall. We might have on some spe¬ 
cial occasion, but not for making a return. 

Q. And it was Mr. Mayo's suggestion that brought to 
vour attention that vou might have had a loss in 1932? A. 
That would be my memory. 

Q. Then, really it wasn't a technical oversight. 

218 If you did not claim a loss it was more on account of 
the fact that you did not know or did not think that 

you had a loss; is that true? A. If you want to term it 
that way. I thought “oversight” would cover that. 

Q. “Oversight,” to me, assumes that you once knew 
something and overlooked it at a certain time, but you have 
just testified, I believe, if I understood it correctly, that it 
was Mr. Mayo who first brought it to your attention that 
you might have had a probable loss in 1932. A. I think that 
is a tact. 

Q. And that you had not realized that before? A. That 
is right. 

Mr. Shannon. That is all. 

Mr. Reed. That is all. 

Witness Excused. 

The Member. Does petitioner have any other witnesses? 
Mr. Reed. One; Mr. Ralph Mayo. 

The Member. We will reconvene at 2 o’clock. 

Thereupon, at 12:30 p. m. a recess was taken in the above- 
entitled matter until 2 p. m. 

219 Afternoon Session 

The Division resumed the hearing at 2 p. m., whereupon 
the following proceedings were had: 

The Member. You may proceed. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Reed. Counsel for the Commissioner and counsel 
for the petitioner stipulate that during the period from 
1925 to 1932, both inclusive, there was carried by Senator 
Phipps on the house on East Colfax Avenue insurance ag¬ 
gregating $50,000, and $1,000 on the garage, which is not in 
question here. 
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I might qualify that further by saying, these policies were 
cancelled as soon as the house was torn down, so that it did 
not cover the full year of 1932. 

Mr. Shannon. That is right. 

Mr. Reed. Mr. Mayo. 

Ralph B. Mayo, called as a witness by and on behalf of 
the petitioner, having been first duly sworn, was examined 
and testified as follows: 

Direct Examination 

Bv Mr. Reed: 

* 

Q. State your name, please. A. Ralph B. Mayo. 

Q. Where do you live, Mr. Mayo? A. Denver. 

220 Q. How long have you lived here? A. Since 1905; 
34 years. 

Q. What is your occupation? A. I am a certified public 
accountant. 

Q. How long has that been your occupation? A. 25 
years. 

Q. Have you done work for Senator Phipps? A. Yes, 
I have. 

Q. You are familiar with his system of bookkeeping? 
A. I am. 

Q. You have in recent years aided in his income tax mat¬ 
ters? A. I have. 

Q. And gift tax matters? A. I have not prepared the re¬ 
turns, but I have engaged in different questions involved 
in the preparation of the returns. 

Q. Were you consulted by Senator Phipps in 1934 with 
regard to the valuation at which the Colfax Avenue land 
should be turned in to the Belcaro Realty Investment Com¬ 
pany? A. I was. 

Q. At that time did you notice any oversight in the Sen¬ 
ator’s bookkeeping or income tax returns with respect to 
this property? A. I did. 

221 Q. Will you tell the Court what you discovered? 
A. I observed that the building, with which I was 

personally acquainted, and knew of my own knowledge had 
been demolished, had not been deducted from the income tax 
return for 1932. 
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Q. Did you have anything to do with the preparation of 
the claim for refund? A. I prepared it; yes, sir. 

Q. "Was any explanation given to you about the omis¬ 
sion? A. Simply that it was overlooked. 

Mr. Shannon. That is a hearsay statement, Your Honor; 
someone else overlooked the idea of making a claim for a 
loss. 

The Member. I will overrule your objection. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Mr. Mayo, have you made a study of the cost of that 
Colfax Avenue property to Senator Phipps? A. I have. 

Q. Have you made a study of the appropriate deprecia¬ 
tion charges which should reasonably be charged against 
that cost? A. I have. 

Q. You have had experience in the fixing of depre- 
222 ciation rates, have you? A. Yes, I have. 

Q. A great deal of experience? A. Somewhat. 

Q. What, in your judgment, is a fair rate of depreciation 
for a building of the character of that Colfax Avenue house? 
A. For the type of construction that building consisted of, 
the going and acceptable rate is 2 percent per annum. 

Q. What was the original cost of the house and land to 
Senator Phipps? A. The first acquisition was in 1902, 
when three separate parcels were acquired. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. May I ask where you got your information? A. From 
the books. T would like to refresh my memory by looking 
at that map. 

(Thereupon the map referred to was handed by Mr. Reed 
to the witness.) 

A. These figures are taken from the books and agree 
with the books. 

The first parcel consisted of lots 1 to 5 in block 37, Park 
Avenue, and included the alley. That approximates one- 
half of the Colfax frontage, from Marion Street westward, 
on which is located the building. That cost $60,000. 
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By Mr. Shannon: 

223 Q. The land? A. The property. 

Q. Including improvements? A. Including im¬ 
provements. That was allocated between buildings and 
improvements, based on the proportion of the assessed 
value of the land and the improvements in the year 1902, 
taken from the records of the assessor’s office at the city 
hall. I personally examined those records to get that in¬ 
formation. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. How much, then, was apportioned to improvements? 
A. $46,200; leaving $13,800 as the cost of the land. Simul¬ 
taneously, a second parcel was purchased, being lots 6 and 
7, and the east one-half of 8, in block 7, Park Avenue, which 
continued on westwardlv down Colfax from the first five 
lots acquired, which constituted, roughly, three-fourths of 
the Colfax frontage. 

That cost $7500. There were no improvements on that. 

The third parcel, purchased simultaneously, was lots 18 
and 19, and part of 20, in block 1 of Glencoe Addition, and 
the same lot and block numbers in Landon and Curry Ad¬ 
dition. 

Those three lots continued southerly from this property 
down Marion Street. It was on that property that the ga¬ 
rage was later constructed, I believe. 

The cost was $3,800 for those three lots, and there were 
no improvements on it at the time. 

224 The commissions paid in 1902 on these acquisi¬ 
tions totaled $1,117.76, all of which was allocated to 

land. I think some could have been allocated to buildings. 

Then, in the next two years—that is, in the remainder of 
1902 and 1903, substantial improvements were added to the 
building, costing $57,143.26. 

A bit later, in 1905, the garage was added at a cost of 
$1,549. 

In 1910 some special improvements taxes were paid, 
with respect to this property, all added to the land, $195.35. 

Similarly, on March 1, 1913, additional special improve¬ 
ments taxes, which are added to value of land, $1,034.65. 
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That makes a total cost, down to March 1, 1913, of $132,- 
340.96, of which land constituted $27,447.S0, and improve¬ 
ments, $104,893.16. 

I have computed depreciation at that point on the basis 
of a 50-vear life from the original acquisition date of the 
property, a proportionately shorter life for additions made 
to that property in subsequent years, on the theory that 
the entire structure, with improvements, would become 
fully depreciated at the end of 50 years from 1902. 

That calculation of depreciation amounted to $22,0S9.70, 
which, deducted, left a cost of reproduction less deprecia¬ 
tion of the buildings at that date of $82,803.46. 

Q. Have you continued the calculation? A. On 

225 April 1, 1913, which is the assessment date in Colo¬ 
rado, the buildings and improvements were assessed 

at $74,250. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Do the books show that? A. The books of the asses¬ 
sor do, and I personally examined the books. 

That assessed value was approximately 8,000 less than 
the cost. Therefore, in the continuing calculation I have 
used the cost. 

The land assessment on that date for these three parcels 
was $31,241, slightlv in excess of the cost, which was about 
$27,000. 

Now, continuing the history of the acquisition as shown 
by the books, we have a fourth parcel, acquired in 1917, 
consisting of lots 9 and 10, and the west 1414 feet of 8, 
in block 37, Park Avenue, which completed the Colfax front¬ 
age. 

Those two and a fraction lots contained westerly from 
the originally acquired property down to Downing Street 
corner. 

There was a small and old brick house on the property, 
and it was demolished on February 1, 1918, at a cost of 
$649.40. Some of the material was sold for $225. Leaving 
the cost of getting the building off the property of $424.40, 
which had been added to the land. 

226 There were two more parcels acquired in the year 
1918. The first was lots 6 to 11, block 3, Landon and 

Curry, which continued southerly from the property down 
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Downing Street. There was an intervening alley, which 
was—well, 10 feet was in there between the Colfax prop¬ 
erty and these six lots just referred to. 

Simultaneously with these six lots four others were pur¬ 
chased, being lots 14 and the north 14 feet of 15, in block 3, 
Landon and Curry Addition; and lots 16 and 17, and the 
south 11 feet of 15, block 3, Horrs Addition. 

It happens that those four lots lie, part in one addition 
and part in another. 

This four, plus the other six, cost $7,200. 

The line between that six-lot block and the four-lot block 
was two lots upon which was, and still remains, an old resi¬ 
dence, and which were acquired at that time. 

The Member. May I ask the materiality of all of this 
testimony about the acquisition of various surrounding 
lots? 

Mr. Reed. I don’t see, myself. The important thing, it 
seems to me, is the depreciated cost of the house. 

The Member. I thought that was the purpose of this 

testimonv. 

•> 

Mr. Reed. But 1 think the witness has nearly finished. 

Mr. Shannon. 1 would rather have the record clarified 
to the extent of striking the immaterial parts which relate 
to the acquisition of these collateral pieces of property. 

227 By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Does that have any bearing on the depreciation of the 
house? A. It does not. It is all on the same ledger ac¬ 
count, is all. 

Mr. Shannon. I make a motion to that effect, Your 
Honor. 

The Member. You would have to take some time with 
the reporter and find out where the irrelevant testimony 
begins. 

By the Member: 

Q. Will you look back on your schedule and tell us where 
your testimony begins with respect to the cost and depre¬ 
ciation of the residence itself ! A. Where I made reference 
to the March 1, 1913, assessment of the building. 

The Member. Then, the rest of the testimony may be 
stricken. 
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Mr. Shannon. Your Honor, in addition, where he has 
made reference to the assessed valuation, it seems to me 
that the records of the assessor are the proper place for 
that to come from. Just because the witness has personally 
examined the records, it doesn’t qualify him to testify that 
that is what the records show. 

The Member. I think if we first understand the reason 
why the witness made reference to that assessed valuation, 
your objection may be either answered or disposed of. 

228 By the Member: 

Q. Why did you refer to that at all? A. Simply because 
of the provision of the Revenue Act referring to the March 
1, 1913, value as compared with cost in certain income tax 
deductions. 

If they were sold for a profit, that would be a factor; 
and I was ascertaining, for tax purposes, the value of this 
property. 

Q. Mas that assessed valuation you referred to the valu¬ 
ation as of March 1, 1913? I don’t think it was. A. Yes. 
It was one month later, April 1. 

There was one other reference to assessed value, back in 
1902, which was necessary in order to divide the original 
cost between land and building. 

Mr. Reed. There was no objection to that at the time. 

Bv the Member: 

* 

Q. Have you personally examined the assessor’s books? 
A. I have. 

Q. Did you make any note of your examination at the 
time you made it? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Where did you make your notation? A. In my work¬ 
ing papers. 

The Member. I will let that come in over the objection. 
Mr. Shannon. Exception. 

229 The Member. The exception will be noted. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Starting with your March 1, 1913, value of the house, 
that is, the cost, with depreciation, down to that time, give 
us any further transactions or deductions that affect the 
value of the house. A. There are but two other small en¬ 
tries. One, in 1931, the cost of tearing out certain fixtures, 
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$235.45. And the other, a credit to the account in 1932, at 
the time the building- was demolished, of $591.40, repre¬ 
senting the salvage realized from wrecking the building. 

Q. Taking depreciation from 1913 down to 1925, what do 
you figure the value in 1925 to have been ? 1 mean, the 
depreciated cost in 1925. A. The depreciated cost, still 
using the 2 percent of depreciation, in 1925 was $57,629.10. 

Q. Continuing that depreciation to 1932, what was the 
depreciated cost as of 1932, the time the house was demol¬ 
ished? A. The depreciation from 1925 to 1932, a 17-year 
period, $14,940.88, leaving a cost less depreciation of $42,- 
688 . 22 . 

Q. Mi*. Mayo, were you ever consulted by Senator Phipps 
or any of his employees with regard to his income tax diffi¬ 
culties for the year 1930 and 1931? A. I was. 

230 Q. What was the question involved in that dis¬ 
agreement? A. The question involved, when it came 

down to protest, was the deductibility of amounts paid to 
the Colorado Association of $2,500 in 1930, and $5,000 for 
the year 1931, as to whether that was an ordinarv and nee- 
essary business expense. 

Q. Can you tell us what the Colorado Association was? 
A. The Colorado Association was formed to advertise Colo¬ 
rado. 

Q. And upon what theory was the deduction of those 
contributions claimed? A. On the theory that they were 
necessary and ordinary business expenses, amounts paid 
to promote the value of real estate in Colorado, of which 
Senator Phipps was a large holder. 

Q. Were those deductions disallowed by the reviewing 
officer? A. Thev were allowed bv the reviewing officer in 
full. 

Q. What then happened? A. Request was made to close 
the years, under provisions of Section 606, and that was 
done. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Did you make the request? A. No. 

Mr. Shannon. Your Honor, it doesn’t seem to me that 
this witness is testifying from his own activities; he 

231 is testifying to what other people did. I think, to 
be material and relevant in this case, and sound tes¬ 
timony, the people who actually did these things should be 
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brought into Court; and the testimony of this witness, 
based upon the fact that they might have done it, is out 
of order. 

The Member. Your objection is that this is hearsay tes¬ 
timony; is that it? 

Mr. Shannon. Yes. 

Mr. Reed. I can clearly show that it isn’t. 


(Discussion off the record.) 

The Member. I think probably you are going to have to 
explain this issue now. I haven’t asked for a statement as 
to this issue up to the present time. 

Mr. Reed. In 1930 and 1931 the petitioner made contri¬ 
butions to the Colorado Association, which he claimed were 
necessary business expenses in connection with his real 
estate operations, the Colorado Association being intended 
to advertise Colorado to people in other regions, and he 
claimed that that was necessary to promote the advertis¬ 
ing of his real estate. The Internal Revenue agent dis¬ 
allowed that, and a deficiency letter was sent, whereupon 
a protest was filed by Senator Phipps in 1932, claiming that 
he was engaged in operating real estate and trading in real 
estate and these were necessary business expenses. 

The Bureau allowed that protest, and a settlement 
232 agreement was signed, under form 606, which was 
approved by the Secretary of the Treasury. 

That was for two years immediately preceding 1932. It 
seems to us it is conclusive upon the Government as to the 
Senator’s being in that business at that time. 

The Member. In any event, the claim of Senator Phipps 
in an earlier year that he had any deductions in connection 
with the operation of a business would, in your opinion, 
constitute some evidence that he, himself, considered that 
he was engaged in carrying on a business, and that he so 
made up his income tax return? 

Mr. Reed. Yes, Your Honor. And that the Bureau ac¬ 
quiesced in that, and a settlement agreement, finally, under 
606, was consummated; and he has testified that his busi¬ 
ness was the same in 1932 as it was in 1931. 

The Member. The record should show that the state¬ 
ments made above with reference to any issue relating to 
contributions should be stricken out. 
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Mr. Reed. I propose to show that the witness, himself, 
prepared the protest to the ruling' of the Internal Revenue 
agent. 

The Member. I will not rule on the objection until you 
ask this witness a few more questions. 

By Mr. Reed: 


Q. Mr. Mayo, did you, yourself, participate in or 
233 take charge of the preparation of the proceedings 
after the Internal Revenue agent had found against 
Senator Phipps in this matter? A. I did. 

Q. I show you petitioner’s exhibit Xo. 13 and ask you 
what that is. A. This is a protest for Lawrence C. Phipps 
respecting proposed additional taxes for the years 1930 
and 1931, involving a disallowance of the contributions in 
those two years to the Colorado Association. 

Q. I think you misspoke yourself a little while ago when 
you said the Internal Revenue agent allowed those deduc¬ 
tions. A. Pardon me. I understood the question to be, 
did the Bureau allow them? 

Q. I think we misunderstood each other. A. I’m sorry. 

Q. Was this protest then filed? A. Yes. 

Q. Who prepared this protest? A. I did. 

Q. Upon what letter paper? A. Upon my office letter 
paper. 

Q. After it was filed what happened, to your knowledge ? 
Leave out any hearsay. A. After it was filed I prepared 


a detailed statement of facts of the business activi- 


234 ties of Senator Phipps relating to this deduction, and 
the whole was forwarded to the Bureau in Wash¬ 
ington. 

Q. Have you a copy of that detailed statement of facts? 
A. I have. 

The Member. At this time I will overrule the objection 
made by respondent. 


By Mr. Reed: 

Q. I show you petitioner’s exhibit Xo. 14 and ask you 
what that is. A. This is a statement of facts which I pre¬ 
pared in support of the protest filed in the income tax case 
of Senator Phipps’s for 1930 and 1931. 

Q. The statement, of course, speaks for itself, but does 
it deal with any items except real estate activities? A. It 
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refers to his securities and bond holdings, too; but pri¬ 
marily real estate activity. 

Q. After that was filed, what happened? A. Hearings 
were held in Washington, and the deductions were allowed 
in full. 


By the Member: 

Q. By whom? A. By Allen Gartner, representing the 
taxpayer. 

Q. Who allowed the deductions? A. The Bureau. 
235 Q. Before what body were hearings held? A. Be¬ 
fore the auditing unit, in Washington. 

Q. Of the Bureau of Internal Revenue? A. That is right. 

By Mr. Reed: 


Q. 1 show you petitioner’s exhibits 15 and 16 for iden¬ 
tification, and ask you what they are. A. Xo. 15 is Treas¬ 
ury Department Form Xo. 874, waiving restrictions on as¬ 
sessment for the year 1930, in the amount of $1,752.50, and 
over-assessment for 1931 in the amount of $1,192.50. 

Xo. 16 is Treasury Form Xo. 866, agreement as to final 
determination of tax liability of Senator Phipps’s for 1930 
and 1931. 


Q. You said waiving an over-assessment. Do you not 
mean allowing an over-assessment ? A. Yes. 

Q. That there had been an over-assessment; is that not 
it? A. The wording is, “Waiver of restrictions on assess¬ 
ment and collection of deficiency and tax,” and consents to 
the assessment and collection of deficiency in income tax 
for 1931 in the amount of $1,752.50, and the over-assess¬ 
ment, for 1931, of $1,192.50. 

Mr. Reed. 1 think the paper will speak for itself. 
236 I am sure we can agree as to what it is. 


By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. You were not a party to this waiver, were you? A. I 
was not. 

Q. You were not the representative of Senator Phipps? 
A. The waiver? 

Q. Yes. A. I recommended signing the waiver, yes. 

Q. But you were not the representative of Senator Phipps 
in Washington when negotiations were carried on with the 
Bureau? A. I was his representative in Denver. 
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Q. Your name does not appear on here, does it? A. No. 

Mr. Heed. 1 offer in evidence petitioner’s exhibits Nos. 
15 and 16, assuming’ that the Board will take judicial notice 
of the signature of David Burnett, Commissioner of Inter¬ 
nal Revenue. 

Mr. Shannon. T object to the introduction of these ex¬ 
hibits as being entirely irrelevant and immaterial, because 
they relate to a different vear, and thev relate to actions be- 
tween the Commissioner and the taxpayer for a different 
year, and have no bearing as to the taxable year under con¬ 
sideration, the year 1932. 

The Member. They do relate, however, to a prior 
year? 

237 Mr. Reed. And to a year for which respondent has 
introduced the Senator’s income tax returns. If 
that has any validity, then the final settlement with the 
Treasury as to those years for which he introduced the tax 
returns certainly should be relevant. 

The Member. The documents will be received as peti¬ 
tioner’s exhibits, fo-r whatever they are worth, over the ob¬ 
jection of respondent. 


(Thereupon the said Treasury forms, so offered and re¬ 
ceived in evidence, were marked “Petitioner’s Exhibits 
Nos. 15 and 16,” and made a part of this record.) 

Mr. Reed. I offer in evidence the protest, exhibit No. 13, 
filed by Senator Phipps with the Bureau of Internal Reve¬ 
nue, with regard to the years 1930 and 1931. 

The Member. Do you have the same objection to that 
exhibit? 

Mr. Shannon. I should like, first, to ask the purpose for 
which vou are introducing that. 

Mr. Reed. For the purpose of showing what the contro¬ 
versy was, showing that the controversy was as to his real 
estate business, and that it was decided in favor of the 
petitioner. 

Mr. Shannon. I make the same objection. 

The Member. The exhibit will be received over 
238 respondent’s objection. 


(Thereupon the said protest, so offered and received in 
evidence was marked “Petitioner’s Exhibit No. 13,” and 
made a part of this record.) 
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Mr. Reed. I also offer petitioner’s exhibit No. 14, being 
a statement of facts, in brief, of Senator Phipps’s, prepared 
by the witness now on the stand. 

Mr. Shannon. Same objection. 

The Member. I don’t see how you can make the same 
objection to that exhibit. 

Mr. Shannon. What year is this? 

Mr. Reed. 1930 and 1931. 

The Member. This witness prepared the information 
and lias identified the memorandum as being his own mem¬ 
orandum. 

The object of the offer, as I understand it, is to show that 
certain information was given to the Commissioner for 
prior taxable years. 

Now, there may be other objections to the document, but 
that is the status of the document. 

Mr. Shannon. If it is offered for the purpose of showing 
that information was given to the Commissioner, that is 
one thing; but what that information is, is another thing, 
and that is contained in the document. 

The Member. That wasn’t your original objection. Now 
what is your objection l 

239 Mr. Shannon. My objection is that the information 
contained in that document is for a different taxable 
year, and has no relation to the existing problem in this 
taxable year. 

The Member. I will overrule the objection and allow it 
to come in. 

(Thereupon the said memorandum, so offered and re¬ 
ceived in evidence, was marked “Petitioner’s Exhibit No. 
14,” and made a part of this record.) 

Mr. Reed. That is all. You may cross-examine. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. When was the garage subsequently constructed? A. 
In 1905. 

Mr. Shannon. No cross-examination. 

The Member. Any other questions of this witness? 

Mr. Reed. May we have permission, if the Court please, 
to substitute photostatic copies for petitioner’s exhibits 
Nos. 13, 15, and 16? Is there any objection? 
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Mr. Shannon. No. 

The Member. You may substitute photostatic copies. 
And I think it would be well if you be sure that the clerk 
has a notation of all of the exhibits you are going to with¬ 
draw for substituting photostatic copies, because we may 
be gone before you have time to present your photostatic 
copies and they will have to be sent to Washington. 

Any further questions of this witness? 

240 Mr. Reed. No further questions. 

The Member. You are excused. 

Witness Excused. 

Mr. Reed. Petitioner rests. 

The Member. Before respondent calls his witnesses, I 
should like to ask Senator Phipps to take the stand again, 
please. 

Mr. Reed. Senator Phipps, take the stand, please. 

Lawrence C. Phipps, a witness previously called by and 
on behalf of the petitioner, having been first duly sworn, 
was recalled, and was further examined and testified as 
follows: 

The Member. Some of these questions will involve repeti¬ 
tion of some of your testimony, but I am unable to avoid 
that. 

Bv the Member: 

Q. Did you build a new residence in Denver sometime 
after 1919? A. Yes; beginning in 1929, and completed in 
1932, for occupancy then. But that is in the name of my 
wife, Mrs. Margaret R. Phipps. 

Q. When did you move out of the Colfax Street house? 
A. As a matter of fact, when I went to the Senate in the 
spring of 1919, I never reoccupied that house when we— 

Q. (Interrupting) That answers my question. 1 don’t 
want vou to answer too much beyond what I ask vou. 

241 You were elected to the Senate in 1919? A. In 
1918, the term beginning March 4, 1919. 

Q. A term in the Senate is a term of six years, I believe; 
is that correct ? A. It is. 

Q. What was your intention when you went to the Senate 
in 1919; did you intend to return to Denver during the pe¬ 
riod of the year when the Senate was not in session ? A. 
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Naturally. I considered Denver my home, and I would 
spend as much vacation time as I could here, or I might go 
elsewhere. 

Q. 'Where did you live when you came back to Denver? 
A. At the home of a friend one year; another year, at the 
home of another friend; and another year we didn’t get 
back here at all. 

Q. 'When you went to Washington in 1919, did you move 
all of your furniture to Washington then? A. Not all of 
it. We sent a portion of it, things we thought would be 
suitable there, and bought additional furniture. 

Q. As far as you knew in 1919, your term in the Senate 
would expire in 1925; was that correct? A. Of course. I 
couldn’t think otherwise. 

Q. What was your intent about your future living, 

242 after your term expired? A. I would have to wait 
until I found out if I was going to be reelected or not. 

Q. Did you have any general intention of returning to 
Denver when your term of office should expire? A. Natu¬ 
rally, I intended to return when my term expired, whether 
in 1925 or 1931. 

Q. Where did you intend to live when you came back to 
Denver? A. That was a matter we didn’t decide six or 
eight years in advance. As I said, in two instances, rather 
than reopen the Colfax house, I rented furnished homes of 
friends of mine for the vacation season. 

Q. At sometime or other you must have decided you 
were not going to live in the Colfax home any more. A. It 
was a matter of discussion. I always had in mind the 
building of a new home in Denver, and that intention was 
realized in 1932. 

Q. When did you decide that you wouldn’t use the Colfax 
Street house as a residence any longer? A. In 1925, when 
Mrs. Phipps purchased a house at 360 High Street. 

Q. Where is that ? A. In the same neighborhood, within 
a mile and a quarter away from the Colfax house, and 
within about the same distance from the Belcaro house, the 
present residence. It is in the Country Club Place 

243 location. 

Q. When Mrs. Phipps bought a new home, then 
were you faced with the problem of selling that piece of 
property ? A. Not necessarily selling the one she had pur¬ 
chased. 
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Q. I didn’t say that. I will repeat the question. 

When Mrs. Phipps purchased the new home, were you 
faced with the problem of selling the old residence on Col¬ 
fax Street? A. Oh, yes. I had intended to sell it. 

Q. When did you put it up for sale? A. I think, the first 
effort was a year or two earlier than 1925, not later than 
the spring of 1924, when a suggestion came from Mrs. 
Phipps’s brother that the house was suitable— 

Q. (Interrupting) You are getting far away from my 
question. My question was, when did you offer the house 
for sale? A. I offered it for sale not later than the spring 
of 1924. 

Q. And what instructions did you give your broker, do 
you recall ? A. I told him I desired to sell the Colfax prop¬ 
erty as one block, and gave him a price, an asking price. 
Do you care to have that mentioned? 

Q. No. I think it would be better if you do not 

244 mention that. 

Why did you instruct him to sell the property as 
blockage, I think you call it—or as one piece of property? 
A. Because I felt it was the one piece of property of that 
size on Colfax Avenue for a distance of three or four miles, 
and that it would be available for purposes that no other 
property could meet. 

I had always intended to sell it as a block, and for that 
reason I had acquired these at least three additional pieces 
of ground to round out the initial purchase of five lots on 
which the house was located. 

Q. Did you use the additional pieces of ground that you 
bought, that is, the extra lots that you assembled, for the 
purpose of enlarging the landscape gardening around your 
house ? 

Was this residence on Colfax Avenue a unit in itself, 
and had you increased your lawns and your plants, trees, 
shrubs, and so forth, so that the whole plot, all you had 
accumulated, appeared as a very, very well arranged small 
estate, if you want to call it that—or a residence with a 
good deal of landscaped ground around it? A. Yes. I 
extended the gardens and the planting out to Downing 
Avenue, which was the extreme limit of the Colfax Avenue 
frontage. The narrow aliev in the rear—back of that it 
wasn’t necessary to plot. We used that partly for 

245 garden purposes and partly for parking. 
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Q. But you did not have a residence with a garden 
around it at one end of the block and some lots with weeds 
out at the other end of the block? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever instruct your broker to sell that property 
to any buyer, in a general way, regardless of what use the 
buyer might want to make of the residence? Did you give 
him just a general authorization to sell that property? 
A. Of course, we know there was a prohibition against 
liquor— 

Q. (Interrupting) Now, answer the question directly. 

Here is a home with a tine landscaped plot of ground 
around it. According to the picture, it was a very hand¬ 
some residence. My question requires a Yes or No answer. 

Did vou sav to vour broker, “Sell it at my price.”? A. 
Yes. 

Q. Did you care whether he sold it to someone to use 
as a home or not ? A. No. 

Q. Just so he sold it? A. Yes. 

Q. Then, at what time did it occur to you, if ever, that a 
business expense deduction should be taken in 1932 on the 
demolition of the residence on Colfax Street? A. As 
246 soon as it was called to my attention. It was brought 
to my attention as has been testified to here. A 
claim for rebate was made in 1934. Naturally, I signed the 
request for refund. 

Q. The idea was entirely the idea of your accountant; is 
that correct ? A. It hadn’t occurred to me. 

Q. You had never taken any depreciation on this house 
in your income tax returns in prior years? A. I had not. 
Q. Now, in 1932 the building was demolished? A. It was. 

Q. Did vou hire contractors to demolish the building? 
A. I did. ' 

Q. And I understand some stores or drive-in markets 
were erected there subsequently. A. Yes. 

Q. And that, of course, entailed tearing up all of your 
fine landscape gardening and changing the whole character 
of the piece of land ? A. It did. 

Q. In what year was that general change in the char¬ 
acter of the land brought about? A. Starting in 1932, I 
believe: or, not later than 1933, and completed in 1934. It 
was a large building. 
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247 The Member. Senator Phipps, there seem to be 
two issues in this particular part of the case. One is 

whether you were engaged in the real estate business in 
1932, the taxable year; also, in the year 1925. 

And also, there is the very narrow issue of whether this 
property, which had been used as a residence, could be 
regarded as business property, or converted into business 
property, as part of your real estate business in 1932 in 
order that you could have a business expense deduction. 
That is the narrow issue in this case, as I understand it. 

And I understand your counsel has indicated that in sub¬ 
sequent years the Bureau of Internal Revenue has ap¬ 
parently recognized that you were engaged in the real 
estate business. 

There is a question in my mind at the present time of 
whether that broader question is material here at all, be¬ 
cause I think, in the last analysis, when I take this case 
under consideration and careful study, the narrow ques¬ 
tion is going to be the question with which I am going to 
be the most concerned; so that in my own mind the general 
business that you were in may not be material, because 
there are many people who are engaged in the real estate 
business who have residences, and, under the income tax 
law, they cannot take depreciation on their residence or 
cannot get a depreciation loss on their residence. 

So, whether you were or were not in the real estate busi¬ 
ness during these years, there is a very narrow ques- 

248 tion involved in this case. And I think your petition 
to the Board has been very largely due to the advice 

of your accountant. 

I think you should understand directly from me that I 
believe you have that narrow question in this case. 

The Witness. As to whether or not I am engaged in 
business? 

The Member. No, not at all. As to whether or not this 
residence of yours, whether you were or were not engaged 
in the real estate business, never was converted into busi¬ 
ness property so that you could get an income tax deduc¬ 
tion. And, as far as I can see, it does not make any dif¬ 
ference whether you have had a lot of argument with the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue over whether you were or 
were not in the real estate business. 
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The 'Witness. It had ceased to be my residence. 

The Member. Well, I think it is only fair, at this time, 
to say, for the benefit of your counsel, that T think the 
question is a very narrow question. I have had this ques¬ 
tion in other cases, myself, and I think the question in other 
cases I have considered has been very similar. 

I know that Senator Phipps feels that he has probably 
had a Ion**- argument with the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
over a big question, and that is whether he was or is en¬ 
gaged in the business of operating real estate. I 
240 don't think that controversv has anvthing to do with 
this. I think that we have a very narrow question 
in this case; and that is, where you live in a residence and 
vou move out of it, and vou then decide to sell it, and vou 
don’t sell it, and you never rent it, and it never becomes 
income-producing property, can you later, then, take a 
deduction for a loss on that property ? 

That is your question, and I think it is perfectly fair for 
the Senator to understand that at the present time. 

Mr. Reed. May I suggest one or two facts that seem to 
be different in this case than any precedents we have been 
able to find ? 

The Member. I would say I am going to be rather arbi¬ 
trary, if you will bear with me, Senator Reed. I have 
gone a little far afield and a little far from our customarv 
procedure in making this statement when you are closing 
your case. T have done that for two reasons. 

In the first place, 1 would like for you to consider in 
your brief what I have now said. 

In the second place, I would like the briefs to be concen¬ 
trated on the most essential question. 

And, finally, I have understood that this petitioner has 
some feeling about adjustments that have been made in 
prior taxable years and in later taxable years; and I think 
probably one of the best things that can happen in this 
hearing is that the petitioner should understand there 
250 are some controversies he may have with the Bu¬ 
reau of Internal Revenue that really have no bear¬ 
ing upon this essential question in this case, because it is 
difficult for the taxpavci to understand the very narrow 
issues that come up in these cases before the Board of 
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Tax Appeals. 1 am inclined to narrow down the question, 
and I would like you to narrow it down. 

I have said a great deal on the record that I hope will be 
helpful to both parties in preparation of briefs in this case. 
And I also would want to take some opportunity to make 
it clear to the petitioner that there is a narrow issue in 
the case. 

The Witness. Your Honor, may I ask a question? 

The Member. I think the proper thing for you to do is 
to ask your counsel questions. 

Any further questions ? 

Direct Examination 
By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Senator, you never lived on Colfax Avenue after 1919; 
is that right? A. That is right. 

Q. You moved all of your furniture out of the Colfax 
house in 1925? A. All that remained in the house at that 
time. 

Q. Where did you move it to? A. 360 High Street. 
251 Q. That was your next home? A. It was. 

Q. Then, after you lived on High Street for a 
while you began to build still a third home out on Belcaro ? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Then, you moved your furniture from High Street to 
Belcaro when they finished in 1932? A. That is right. 

Q. And you never moved anything back into the Colfax 
property? A. No. 

Q. You then put the Colfax property into the hands of 
an agent early in 1934? A. In 1924. 

Q. The year before you withdrew all of your furniture? 
A. Right. 

Q. It was continuously in an agent’s hands? A. Yes. 

Q. In 1928 you thought you had come to a lease agree¬ 
ment with this Sexton theater proposition, didn’t you? A. 
Yes. I congratulated the agents on having arrived at an 
understanding. 

Q. And you had nothing whatever to do with the event 
that caused the postponement and abolition of that deal, 
did vou ? A. No. 

Q. You had made your choice distinct in your 
telegram to Mr. Garrett ? A. I was bound. 
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Mr. Shannon. Your Honor, I believe the last answer is 
a conclusion, as to the result of any document or any agree¬ 
ment or near-agreement the parties might have entered 
into. I think the documents themselves might better speak 
for themselves. 

Mr. Reed. They are in evidence. 

Mr. Shannon. The witness just testified he was bound. 

The Witness. I mean, morally bound; perhaps not le¬ 
gally. I suppose I could have found some excuse for get¬ 
ting out of the agreement, but our minds had met, and it 
was merely a matter of reducing it to a contract, which was 
authorized by me. 

The Member. Xo formal objection has been made, so I 
will make no ruling. 

Mr. Reed. That is all. 

Mr. Shannon. That is all. 

The Member. Thank you very much, Senator. 

Witness Excused. 

Mr. Shannon. If Your Honor please, without conceding 
that there is any justifiable loss which petitioner is entitled 
to, or without conceding that there was a conversion of this 
property from residential usage to business purposes 
253 and usage, in 1925 or at any other time, in rebuttal 
I am going to present two witnesses to rebut spe¬ 
cifically the testimony of the witnesses of the petitioner as 
to the value of the property involved, the residential prop¬ 
erty—the house, and so forth. 

The Member. Now, there is some question in my mind 
as to whether the petitioner claims that the correct amount 
of the loss deductible, if it is deductible, is the amount stated 
in the amended petition. 

Is there anything in the testimony, or have you intended 
to make any concession in your brief that the amount of 
the loss claimed is less than claimed in the petition? 

Mr. Reed. Yes, Your Honor, we admit that the last loss 
to which we are entitled is the depreciated cost we are 
entitled to, as testified to by Mr. Mavo. 

The Member. And the depreciated cost in 1932 was 
$42,688.22? 

Mr. Mavo. That is correct. 

V 
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The Member. And your net loss, then, would be that 
amount less anything recovered from salvage. Was any¬ 
thing recovered from salvage? 

There is a schedule attached to the petition, marked 
“Exhibit B,” and it says, “Adjusted basis, 1932, $90,031, 
less net amount realized from salvage, $591.40.” And 
then, the loss on demolition claimed was $89,439.60. 

Mr. Reed. The salvage realized from wrecking 

254 the house is stated in the petition, and that should 
be subtracted from the depreciated cost testified to 

by Mr. Mayo. 

The Member. Do you have there what is stated? 

Mr. Reed. $42,096.82. If we had sold it at a profit, that 
would be our cost basis. Consequently, we can claim no 
more in this case. 

The Member. Then, I understand that in your brief you 
will point out that that is your amended claim for deduc¬ 
tion ? 

Mr. Reed. Yes, Your Honor. 

The Member. Of course, what you could do is to file an 
amendment to your petition to conform to the proof. I am 
wondering if you shouldn’t do that. 

Mr. Reed. We will consider that, if Your Honor please. 

The Member. It might make the record a little clearer. 
I think it might be better to amend your petition in that 
way. 

Mr. Reed. We will make the disclaimer one way or an¬ 
other. 

The Member. Counsel for the respondent understands 
that will be the basis of the petitioner’s contention in the 
brief, and I presume you have made note of the figures we 
have been discussing. 

We will take a short recess, and I will ask you at the 
recess whether you desire to put on any witnesses, in view 
of what amounts to a petition to conform to proof, which 
the petitioner has conceded to at this time. 

255 (Thereupon a short recess was taken.) 

Mr. Shannon. Respondent has decided to put his wit¬ 
nesses on in the regular form. 
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Evidence on Behalf of Respondent 

Thereupon the respondent, to maintain the material aver¬ 
ments on his behalf, introduced the following proof: 

Mr. Shannon. Mr. Bogue, take the stand, please. 

Marcus A. Bogue, called as a witness by and on behalf of 
the respondent, having been first duly sworn, was examined 
and testified as follows: 

Direct Examination 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. State vour name. A. Marcus A. Bogue. 

Q. Where do you live? A. Denver. 

Q. Specifically where in Denver? A. 765 South Downing. 

Q. What is your business? A. Realty. 

Q. With what firm are you connected? A. Conway- 
Bogue Realty Investment Company. 

Q. Are you a partner in that firm? A. Yes, sir. 

256 Q. What are your duties in that firm, or your 
general activities? A. General real estate business, 

as to buying and selling property, rentals, loans, and in¬ 
surance; everything pertaining to a general real estate 
business. 

Q. Will you state briefly what experience you have had 
in the real estate business? A. I started in the real estate 
business in 1904, 35 years ago. And I have had a thorough 
knowledge during that time of all kinds of things pertain¬ 
ing to the real estate business and building houses, and 
selling, and making loans, and rentals, handling apartment 
houses, and everything pertaining to the general business. 

Q. You have made appraisals? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Are you familiar with the real estate conditions in 
Denver generally? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Both residential and business? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Are you familiar with the market values of real 
estate in Denver generally? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And that applies, I presume, to residential and 

257 business both? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Have you kept in touch with the general trend 
of real estate development and the real estate market 
values over a period of years? A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. The entire 35 years you mentioned? A. Outside of 
four months, when I was in California. 

Q. Did you have the same familiarity with real estate 
conditions and market values in the specific year of 1925? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Was your knowledge at that time based upon actual 
real estate transactions which occurred prior to and during 
1925? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Have you appraised the property along East Colfax 
Avenue in Denver? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Were you in 1925 familiar with real estate conditions 
and market values along East Colfax Avenue? A. Yes, 
sir. 

Q. Could you say whether the area between Broadway 
and York Avenue, on East Colfax Avenue, was either busi¬ 
ness strictly, residential strictly, or a mixture, in 1925? 
A. It was about half and half. 

Q. Tending toward business? A. Yes, sir. 

258 Q. Were you in 1925 familiar with the Phipps 
residence located on Colfax Avenue? A. From the 

exterior. 

Q. You had never been inside it? A. No, sir. 

Q. You have been asked to testify in behalf of the Gov¬ 
ernment in these proceedings as to the value of the resi¬ 
dence located on East Colfax Avenue which belonged to 
Senator Phipps in 1925? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What studies or investigations did you make in con¬ 
nection with the preparation to give such an opinion? What 
have you been doing for the past two or three days? A. I 
based my conclusion of the value on properties that my 
partner and I have owned or that we have handled, both 
from a sales value and a rental value. 

We have owned seven corners, ourselves, on Colfax, and 
we have sold two. 

In that line of business we hear, usually, what is going 
on, of other brokers selling property, and are quite fa¬ 
miliar with the rentals of the business property on Colfax. 

We erected a building, ourselves, at High Street. That 
is four or five blocks east of this Marion Street location, 
a three-story building. We bought the ground and 

259 kept it a year or two and tore the house down and 
built this building. 
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And we bought another corner out at Milwaukee. We 
owned the corner on Clarkson, several blocks this way. We 
owned the four-lot corner at Humboldt. That is two blocks 
east of Marion Street. 

And we handled the rentals all of that time for the prop¬ 
erties. So I believe I know the rental values of Colfax 
properties. 

Q. You say you sold two pieces of property which you 
owned. Where were they located? A. Well, at Colfax and 
High, the first corner, 70 by 132 feet. 

Bv Mr. Reed: 

Q. Improved or unimproved? A. I will come to that. 
We purchased that property for $12,500, in about 1926, or 
thereabouts. It had a 12 or 13-room house, and the house 
did not pay any income, it wouldn’t carry the load, the old 
house. 

We tore the house down and erected this house. And 
we made a deal—sold the property for in the neighborhood 
of $150,000. 

The corner of Humboldt, the northwest corner, 125 on 
Colfax, and 100 on Humboldt, was improved with five 10- 
room houses. When we purchased those we paid $34,500. 

At that time we were getting $75 per house. We 
260 were offered $3S,500, but we did not sell. 

We handled the corner of Franklin. Franklin is 
about three blocks from Marion. The first corner. We 
sold that corner to an architect named Williamson for 
$9,000. 

Mr. Reed. I think I must object to the evidence of these 
specific sales. The evidence of the prices realized on these 
specific sales cannot be of any value to the Court without 
the Court’s knowing what the condition of the houses was. 

The Member. I will sustain the objection. 

I think a great deal of this is immaterial, and I don’t 
think the record should be made too long with the details of 
these transactions, the testimony concerning which is being 
given only to qualify this witness to testify. The sum and 
substance of the testimony seems to be that this witness 
has sold pieces of property located in this locality, which 
were improved pieces of property. Whether or not they 
were comparable is not being brought out. From some of 


LAWRENCE C. PHIPPS VS. GUY T. HELVERING. 


153 


the testimony I judge some of the property wasn’t com¬ 
parable. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Did you have any other real estate activities involv¬ 
ing property in this area that was comparable? And in 
your answer omit any prices. A. We handled the Knights 
of Columbus building, at Sixteenth and Grant. 

261 Q. Did you personally handle that? A. My part¬ 
ner. 

Q. Your firm handled it, did it not? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Have you formed an opinion as to the value of the 
property located on East Colfax Avenue known as the 
Phipps residence or the Phipps property? A. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Reed. I object to that as incompetent and irrelevant, 
because the witness has admitted he knows nothing of the 
interior arrangement or interior condition of the house. 

The Member. Of course, the value we are interested in 
is the value of the house and not the value of the whole 
property, so I think your question might be somewhat 
limited. 

Mr. Shannon. I shall limit it to the value of the resi¬ 
dence. 

Mr. Reed. Same objection. 

The Member. Now, before I rule on the objection, will 
you kindly explain the basis of your having an opinion 
about the value of the house in question without ever having 
been on the inside of the house or having examined the 
house or the condition of it? 

The Witness. My opinion comes from the value of the 
improvements, that the house, according to the testimony, 
was vacant for years, and there was no rental coming in 
from the property during that time, and that the 

262 property w T as offered for sale—it had a sign on it— 
and it wasn’t practicable for a user to purchase the 

property. 

In other words, the house 'was a residence. And, from 
the testimony that I heard today, they tried to sell it for 
users, but nobody would buy it, because it wasn’t prac¬ 
ticable, it was too large for anybody to use. 
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By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Did you hear all of the testimony today? A. Yes, I 
believe I did. 

Q. Did you hear Mr. Simon, the architect? A. No, I 
didn’t hear him. 

Q. Did you hear the testimony yesterday afternoon? A. 
No, sir. 

Mr. Reed. I object to any conclusions he forms on frag¬ 
ments of the testimony. 

The Member. I think the objection is well taken. 

By The Member: 

Q. Are you basing your testimony on previous testimony 
up to this point? A. No. I am basing my testimony on the 
fact that the property was vacant during all of those years 
and nobody purchased the property, and from nobody pur¬ 
chasing it my opinion is it wasn’t practicable for remodel¬ 
ing. 

Mr. Reed. There might be reasons for their not pur¬ 
chasing it other than that. They might not have 
263 been able to meet the price. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. Did you hear the testimony as to the number of peo¬ 
ple who approached the owner with a view to buying it? 
A. Yes, sir. But no sale was made. 

Q. They didn’t agree on price. 

Mr. Reed. I object to that testimony. 

The Member. I sustain the objection. 

Mr. Shannon. Does that objection go to the witness 
testifying to what in his opinion the property was worth in 
1925?* 

The Member. I don’t think this witness is qualified to 
express an opinion as to the value of that house, on the 
basis of his statement that he was never in it. He has 
formed some opinion as to the value of the house from 
looking at it from the outside, and an opinion he has formed 
in his mind as to the value due to the fact that the house 
was not sold. 

I doubt very much whether this gentleman, who is in 
the real estate business, would go out and value a house for 
a customer of his on that basis. I don’t think he would 
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stand on the outside of a house and try to formulate an 
opinion as to the value if he were handling the building 
for one of his own clients. 

I think he is not qualified. If you can qualify him, go 
ahead and do it. 


264 Bv Mr. Shannon: 

Q. In view of the size— 

The Member (Interrupting). Now, before you frame a 
general question, you had better ask this witness if he 
knows anything about the size or any of these elements 
you want him to take into consideration. 

By The Member: 

Q. You have testified you have been in the real estate 

business in this city for about 25 years? A. 35. 

Q. We are interested in the value of this house in 1925. 

Were you acquainted with that property and with that 

house in the vear 1925? A. From the exterior. 

* „ 

Q. Just from the exterior? A. Yes, ma’am. I never 
was in it. 

The Member. I am going to make this limitation on the 
testimony of this witness: Whatever testimonv he gives, 
if it is admitted, must be on the basis of his knowledge and 
judgment outside of this courtroom. He is brought here 
as an expert real estate appraiser. I think it is entirely 
incorrect for him to make an appraisal of the value of the 
property based on the testimony he has heard here today. 
His testimony should not go to an opinion he has formu¬ 
lated while listening to other expert witnesses. 

265 You will have to now qualify this witness with 
those restrictions in mind. 


By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. While in this courtroom did you hear stated by any 
witness or hear any testimony as to the number of rooms 
contained in the Phipps house? 

Mr. Reed. Objected to. 

The Member. Just a minute now. 

Mr. Reed. It is in direct violation of what Your Honor 
has just stated. 


i 
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The Member. I don’t know why he is asking the ques¬ 
tion, but the witness may answer. 

A. Yes. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Did you know before you heard that testimony how 
many rooms were in the Phipps residence? A. I was told 
by Mr. Garrett. 

Q. Other than that, you did not know how many rooms 
there were in the residence? A. No, sir. Mr. Garrett said 
there were 30 rooms and 9 bathrooms. 

Q. You did know, however, the size of the house from 
the exterior? A. Certainly. 

Q. It was quite a large house? A. Very large. 

266 Q. Did you know of any house at that time that 
was larger? A. No, sir. 

Q. In view of the exterior size of the house, and its lo¬ 
cation, have you an opinion as to its value as a residence? 

Mr. Reed. Objected to as incompetent. 

The Member. I will let him answer the question Yes 
or No, as to whether he has an opinion. 

A. Do I understand, do I have an opinion of what the 
value of the property would be in 1925? 

The Member. Yes. On the basis of looking at it from 
the outside. 

Mr. Reed. Just answer Yes or No, if you have an opinion. 

A. Yes. 

By The Member: 

Q. AVhat do you take into consideration in stating that 
opinion ? A. My opinion is based on the value of the prop¬ 
erty on the street, its having been vacant all of that time, 
with no usage and no rental income. I would not think, 
from the exterior and from the vacancy, that there was 
much value to the brick and mortar. 

Q. Now I am going to ask you to describe a method which 
I think I have heard described before, and that is— 

267 this is entirely a method of valuation— Apparently 
your method goes, chiefly, to the consideration of 

the income-producing ability of a piece of property. 

Supposing you have a building across the street, on the 
corner, and you are going to value that building on the 
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basis of the rent that it is bringing in. Now, how would 
you do that? A. We arrive at the valuation of what it 
would sell for, providing the property, in our opinion, is 
properly improved; in other words, if the improvement is 
good enough for the ground value. In other words, if you 
had a piece of property here on Eighteenth Street, improved 
with a one-story building, it would not pay sufficient income, 
but if you had a five-story building, I would get at the 
valuation from the improvements, as to what net money it 
would produce. 

Q. What figures do you take for your arithmetical cal¬ 
culation? Do you start out with the total cost of the orig¬ 
inal investment? A. No. I start off with the value of what 
the ground is worth. 

Q. You start out with ground value? A. Ground value 
first. Say the ground is worth $20,000. Somebody might 
have given it to somebody, but— 

Q. We will say the building across the street, or a hypo¬ 
thetical building—the ground is worth $20,000, and 

268 the building cost $50,000. A. That, roughly speak¬ 
ing, would be well enough. The improvements would 

be large enough to take care of the ground value of $20,000. 

Q. How ? A. On an income basis. 

Q. How much income would you have to receive on a 
$50,000 property? A. To net around 6 or 7 percent. 

Q. Roughly, what would that come to in a year; $3,000 
a year? A. That would be hard to figure out. It would 
depend on whether it was an apartment or— 

Q. If you want to earn 6 percent on $50,000, how much 
rent would you have to receive? That is just a matter of 
arithmetic. A. That would depend a great deal on the 
heating proposition. 

Q. All right, then. Net rent. We will deduct all of the 
costs of running the property. How much net rent would 
you have to get on it? A. If you have a 6 percent basis, 
on a $50,000 investment it would be $3,000. 

Q. Do you know what the investment in the Colfax Street 
property was? A. That wasn’t property imj)roved for an 
income basis. 

269 Q. Answer my question. Do you know what the 
investment was, in 1925, in the Colfax Street prop¬ 
erty? A. Only from the testimony I heard. 
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Q. Then, I do not see how you can even apply your 
method. A. I made the statement that the real estate, if 
properly improved—and I don’t figure the old stone house 
was a proper improvement— 

Q. You can’t get away from the fact that the house was 
there, can you l A. No, sir. 

Q. All right. If you are going to apply that method, it 
seems to me you have to have some basis of working out 
the value of the house. In other words, then, in simple 
terms, your opinion would have to be that the house was 
worth nothing because it hadn’t been rented for six years; 
is that correct? A. That is practically what I think. 

The Member. I don’t think this witness is qualified to 
testify. 

Mr. Shannon. May I ask a few more questions, please, 
Your Honor. 

The Member. Yes. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Was the house standing on the Phipps property 
270 in 1925, in your opinion, salable property as a resi¬ 
dence? A. No, sir. 

Mr. Reed. I must object to that. He never was in it. 
He knew nothing of its interior condition or interior ar¬ 
rangement. 

The Member. I sustain the objection. 

Mr. Reed. And I move to strike it. 

The Member. The answer will be stricken. 

Mr. Shannon. May I have an exception, if Your Honor 
please ? 

The Member. The exception will be noted. 

Air. Shannon. This witness knows the general territory 
and the specific property, although he does not know the 
inside of the residence. 

The Member. The point is, Mr. Shannon, the house was 
not offered for sale as a residence. We have considerable 
testimony to the effect that realtors who handled it made 
every effort to sell this property as a business or semi¬ 
business property. I would say if this gentleman had been 
retained to try to sell the property he would have tried to 
do the same thins:. 
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By The Member: 

Q. You wouldn’t have tried to sell it as a residence, 
would you? A. No, ma’am. 

271 Mr. Shannon. 1 have tried to develop through 
this witness that this property was for sale as a 

business usage. 

The Member. We have had a great deal of testimony 
about that. 

Mr. Shannon. And that its interior wasn’t important 
for that purpose. The general condition of the walls, or 
what lighting fixtures it had, were not important. 

The Member. The testimony that has been given as to 
value was not based on that kind of an analysis of value 
either. One of the petitioner’s witnesses based his value 
upon the area of the building, and used a basis of what he 
considered a reasonable value per square foot, and based 
his value on size, age, depreciation, and condition of the 
building, over a period of years. 

Other witnesses have based their testimony on what they 
believed to be the use value. 

This witness has another method of valuation he wants 
to use. He wants to use the income value of the building, 
but he has no facts on which to base that method. He 
doesn’t know the size, the condition— 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Do you know when that house w*as built? 

By The Member: 

Q. Did you know before you came into the courtroom 
today when the house was built? A. I haven’t looked 

272 up the records. I understand, in 1892. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. You did not glean that before you came into the 
courtroom? A. I learned that before I came into the court¬ 
room. 

Q. Do you know the size of the building, the exterior 
size ? 

The Member. That question has already been answered, 
Mr. Shannon. 
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Bv Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Do you know of any houses of near comparable type, 
from the exterior, in that particular neighborhood, or near 
neighborhood, about that time? 

Mr. Reed. He has already said there wasn’t. 

The Member. That question has been answered. He 
said there was none comparable. 

Mr. Shannon. I changed it, Your Honor, to “near 
neighborhood.” 

The Member. What do you mean by “near neighbor¬ 
hood”? 

Mr. Shannon. It seems to me the exact number of rooms 
would not make it comparable. Lesser rooms— 

The Member. From looking at the picture of that house, 
it is perfectly plain that it was the type of house that was 
built in this area in 1900. It was a very large struc- 
273 ture. If you want to refer to a comparable house 
you can use age, materials, and size as factors of 
comparison; so, if you want to get any comparable type 
of house, you should use those factors. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Do you know of a large house, of 20 rooms or over, 
about as old as the Phipps residence? A. Yes, sir. 

Bv Mr. Reed: 

Q. Name it. A. Eighth and Grant. It was sold recently. 
It was known as the Moffett house. A very large house; in 
exterior size, I should judge 20 to 25 rooms. 

By The Member: 

Q. Were you ever in that house? A. No, ma’am. 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Of what material was it constructed? A. Brick. 

The Member. Now, what is the purpose of these ques¬ 
tions? If the witness is going to refer to a comparable 
house— He hasn’t been in it. Are you going to ask him 
if he has an opinion as to the value of the property, also? 

The Witness. It was just sold, and I know about that. 

The Member. It was sold with a piece of real estate. 
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274 We are talking about a bouse that was demolished 
and wasn’t sold with any land. 

Mr. Reed. Furthermore, this is 15 years from the time 
we are concerned with. 

The Member. Have you another witness? 

Mr. Shannon. Yes, Your Honor, I have. 

The Member. Will you please put on your other witness 
at this time? And if you want to come back to this wit¬ 
ness, you may be able to. 

Witness Excused. 

Mr. Shannon. Could we have a few minutes’ recess at 
this time, Your Honor? 

The Member. Yes. We will take a short recess. 

(Thereupon a short recess was taken.) 

Mr. Shannon. Mr. Bartels, will you take the stand, 
please ? 

Louis- F. Bartels, called as a witness bv and on behalf 
of the petitioner, having been first duly sworn, was exam¬ 
ined and testified as follows: 

Direct Examination 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Will you state your name, please? A. Louis F. Bar¬ 
tels. 

Q. WFcre do you live? A. Denver. 

275 Q. Specifically where in Denver? A. 1645 East 
Thirteenth. 

Q. What is your business? A. Real estate. 

Q. Are vou in business for vourself or with a firm? A. 
Myself. 

Q. Are you an officer of any real estate organization here 
in Denver? A. The Denver Real Estate Exchange, at 
present. 

Q. Will you state briefly what experience you have had 
in the real estate business ? A. I have been in the business 
for 20 years, general real estate business, selling and man¬ 
aging property, rental business, loans, and appraising. 

Q. Are you familiar with real estate conditions in Den¬ 
ver generally? A. I am. 
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Q. Have you made appraisals of property in Denver 
generally? A. I have. 

Q. Are you familiar with the market values of real estate 
in Denver generally ? A. I am. 

Q. Have you kept in touch with the general trend 

276 of real estate development and real estate market 
values over a period of years ? A. I have. 

Q. Did you have the same familiarity with real estate 
conditions and market values in 1925? A. Not as long 
experience with it. 

Q. The same familiarity, though? A. Yes. 

Q. Was your knowledge at that time based upon actual 
real estate transactions which occurred prior to 1925 and 
during 1925 ? A. It was. 

Q. During your business career have you appraised busi¬ 
ness and residence property in Denver, and along East 
Colfax Avenue? A. I have. 

Q. Were you in 1925 familiar with the real estate condi¬ 
tions along Colfax Avenue? A. I was. 

Q. Have you handled any real estate transactions along 
Colfax Avenue about that time? A. Yes. 

Q. Were you in 1925 familiar with the Phipps residence 
located on East Colfax Avenue? A. I was familiar with 
the exterior of the residence. 

277 Q. You have never been inside? A. No. 

Q. What studies and investigations have you made 
in connection with preparing to testify in these proceed¬ 
ings? A. Well, I have checked the assessor’s records of 
the date of construction of the house, and the assessed valu¬ 
ation. He keeps a card of all residences and all proper¬ 
ties. And I have made inquiry from some men in the real 
estate business as to the property. 

Mr. Reed. I object to that as hearsay, if Your Honor 
please. 

The Member. Proceed. I will rule later on the objection. 

A. T have made inquiry as to the class of construction; 
and also, have studied the results of similar properties, and 
what their history had been, on Colfax. 

Bv The Member: 

Q. You are confronted with the difficulty, are you not, of 
the fact that the house has been demolished and at the pres- 
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cut time you have nothing to work with except opinions of 
others and some records; is that correct? A. Records and 
memory. 

Q. And memory? In 1925 you hadn’t had anything to 
do with the property in the course of your business? A. 
I heard it discussed, and knew it was on the market. 

278 Q. You heard other people express opinions at 
that time; is that it? A. Yes. 

Q. Of course, you are asked here to express your own 
opinion, and the opinion you give of any other persons 
that you have heard is purely hearsay. A. Those opinions, 
along with my own knowledge, would probably tend to alter 
your opinion one way or another—possibly not. 

Q. There may be many people in this city who have their 
own opinions as to the value of the property in 1925, and if 
there are, those people should testify rather than you. We 
are governed by the rules of evidence as to hearings before 
this Board, and the rules of evidence say that hearsay 
evidence is inadmissible. 

Of course, there are two ways of looking at this value. 
You can take the 1925 value, depreciate it down to 1932, and 
compute a loss on the basis of what the remaining value in 
1932 was over and above the 1925 value. 

In making your computation you might find the building 
had no value in 1932. No one has suggested that as a pos¬ 
sibility. And the only reason the 1925 value is used is 
because that is the base year, and the value has been com¬ 
puted from that as a base year. That is, the remaining 
value in 1932 is the value that we are really dealing 

279 with. We are getting at the 1925 value only as a 
base value. 

Did you see this property in 1932 before it was demol¬ 
ished? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you ever visit it ? Did you ever go in it in 1932? 
A. Never been in it. 

The Member. I think this witness is not qualified to 
testify, either. I doubt if he is qualified to express an 
opinion as to the 1925 value of this building on the Colfax 
Street property. 

Mr. Reed. Certainly not on what he has testified to up 
to this time. 

The Member. Your objection wasn’t timely, because no 
testimony had yet been offered as to value. 
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Mr. Rood. I objected to his hearsay testimony. 

The Member. He had not yet given any testimony based 
on hearsay, so your objection wasn’t timely and I do not 
have to rule on it. 

Bv Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Assuming that the Phipps residence on Colfax Ave¬ 
nue contained 32 rooms and 9 bathrooms, and that it was 
built as a high-class residence, that it was built in 1S92 or 
1893, that it was of the highest type of construction of 
buildings of that character, that it was well maintained, 
and that the interior finish was of the finest type 

280 employed in the construction of the period, consider¬ 
ing the nature of the development toward business, 

of the neighborhood, are you able to form an opinion as to 
whether the original cost less depreciation would furnish 
any criterion as to its market value at or during 1925? 

Mr. Reed. Objected to as incompetent, irrelevant and 
immaterial. 

The Member. He hasn’t answered yet. Your objection 
is out of order at the present time. 

The question tacked onto the end seems to have nothing 
to do with the hypothetical question. What you are asking 
this witness is whether, having looked at that building 
from the outside, he believes, as a realtor, that a value can 
be arrived at by taking original cost of reproduction less 
depreciation? That is what you are asking him? 

Can you compute fair market value based on original 
cost less depreciation? Isn’t that your question? 

Mr. Shannon. In that neighborhood, at that time. 

The Member. That is a general question. This witness 
has shown he has had considerable experience with real 
estate, and that is a general question that has nothing to do 
with the particular property in question. 

By The Member: 

Q. Can you answer that Yes or No? A. Is the question 
now whether I can form an opinion? 

281 Q. No. As a realtor, in computing real estate val¬ 
ues, do you take into consideration any other factors 

besides original cost of reproduction less depreciation? 
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We are talking- about, if you were computing the value of 
a building would vou take into consideration anv other ' 
factors in addition to original cost less depreciation? A. j 
Yes. 

Q. You would? A. Yes. 

Q. Well, would you take into consideration original cost j 
less depreciation along with the other factors? A. It would 
be an element that would be considered. 

Q. Do you know what the original cost of this property 
was? A. Just from what I have been told. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

By Mr. Shannon: ! 

Q. Assuming that the Phipps residence on Colfax Ave- I 
nue contained 32 rooms and 9 baths, and that it was built j 
as a high-class residence, at a cost of $135,000, in 1892 or j 
1893, that a substantial addition was added in 1904 at a I 
cost of $57,000, that it was of the highest type of construe- i 
tion, that it was well maintained, and that the interior j 
finish was of the finest type employed in the construction j 
of the period, considering the nature of the develop- | 
282 merit of the neighborhood toward business, are you 

able to form an opinion, based on your experience ■ 
and knowledge of real estate conditions, sales and rentals 
of properties in and prior to 1925, in Denver, especially in 
this neighborhood, as to the fair market value of the Phipps j 
residence in 1925? 

The Member. Yes or No. 

A. Yes. j 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Will you please state that opinion? A. In my opinion, 
the residence was worth $15,000. 

Mr. Shannon. That is all. You may cross-examine. 

Cross-Examination 
By Mr. Reed: 

Q. It was adaptable for use in a number of commercial 
ways, wasn’t it, Mr. Bartels? A. The building itself had 
a possible use, yes. 

Q. Such as a club? It would do for that, wouldn’t it? 

A. Yes. 
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Q. It would do for a private school, would it not? A. 
Yes. I want to state, I don’t believe a private school would 
be good in that location, but, as far as the residence itself 
was concerned, it would be adaptable. 

The Member. We are talking about the year 1925 now. 
The Witness. Yes. 

283 By Mr. Reed: 

Q. It could have been used for a mortuary, couldn’t it? 
A. Yes. 

Q. That would be a pretty good location for a mortuary, 
wouldn’t it: comparatively central, with respect to the 
various cemeteries? A. Quite good, yes. 

Q. It was close to the only available cross-town bus line 
in Denver, wasn’t it? A. I don’t recall that the bus line 
was in operation in 1925. 

Q. It was convenient, too, to the different street car lines, 
wasn’t it? A. Yes. 

Q. It could have been used for a school of music, couldn’t 
it ? A. Yes. 

Q. It might have been adapted to have been the head¬ 
quarters of a large insurance company, as several other 
large dwellings in Denver have been, might it not? A. Yes, 
it might. 

Q. It might have been used for a doctors’ clinic, might it 
not, with comparatively small changes? A. That is pos¬ 
sible. 

284 Q. It might have been used as a dentists’ office 
building, and the abundant plumbing of these 9 

bathrooms would have made the reconstruction rather less 

than usual, wouldn’t it? A. That is a possibility. 

Q. It might have been used for a restaurant, mightn’t 

it? Did vou ever hear of Bowers Confectionerv? A. Yes. 
•> * 

Q. Did you know they considered it quite seriously in 
1925, the vear we arc talking about? A. I know thcv con- 
sidered moving on to Colfax. 

Q. You didn’t know they had gone through this house 
and discussed prices? A. No. 

Q. Did you hear Mr. Simon testify today that it could 
have been very cheaply converted into use as a mortuary? 
A. Yes. 
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Q. Don’t you think that, looked at from those uses and 
not from the standpoint of use as a residence, it was worth 
a good deal more than $15,000? A. No, because I don’t 
think any of those uses could afford to pay for the resi¬ 
dence, with any remodeling, on top of the land value, which ■ 
had increased so much. 

Q. Land values have increased very much since i 

285 1925, have thev not ? A. Not verv much. 

» j 

Q. Did they increase very much before 1925? A. j 

Yes. 

Q. If you knew that some 15 or 20 different enterprises j 
of the sort I have mentioned had examined the house with | 
a view to adopting it for their use, that wouldn’t affect j 
your opinion at all, would it? A. My opinion would be I 
that there was a possibility of one of those uses but not a j 
probability, and that has been borne out. 

Q. It has been borne out that it couldn’t be sold at j 
Senator Phipps’s price, that his price was far in excess of j 
the price you have named. That wouldn’t affect your judg- j 
ment at all? A. No. 

By The Member: 

Q. Do you mean, in view of what you have said, that if 
that house, with the land, had been offered for a lower i 
price, that it might not have been good property for some j 
of these other uses with a house on it? A. It would have j 
been good property for some of these other uses, provided | 
the land value were not too high. I don’t think those uses | 
could afford to own the property. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. You know something of the cost to Mr. Olinger j 

286 of his various mortuarv homes, don’t vou? A. Yes. ! 

i 7 v 

Q. And they have cost him far in excess of the i 
land value of this property, plus $15,000, haven’t they? A. j 
Yes, I think they have; but their utility is better. 

Q. This is a very central place for such a building? The j 
utility of it would depend largely ipoon the arrangement of; 
the rooms, wouldn’t it? A. I think, also, the location with! 
reference to traffic. 

Q. This site would have not only the Colfax frontage I 
but a side street frontage, wouldn’t it? A. Yes. A mortu-1 
ary would have to have that, I should think. 

i 
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Q. And because of that it would be easy of access? A. 
Yes. 

Q. And if the arrangement of the rooms were desirable, 
it might have a value pretty much higher than the figure 
you have named, might it not? A. Yes, it might have. 

Q. And you don't know what the arrangement of the 
rooms was, do you? A. I have a general knowledge of 
large residences. 

Q. But you never were in this residence, were you? A. 
No, sir. 

287 Mr. Beed: That is all. 

Mr. Shannon. That is all. 

Witness Excused. 

Mr. Shannon. Mr. Bogue, will you take the stand again, 
please? 

Marcus A. Bogue, recalled as a witness by and on behalf 
of respondent, having been previously duly sworn, was 
examined and testified further as follows: 

Direct Examination 

By Mr. Shannon: 

Q. Mr. Bogue, assuming that the Phipps residence on 
Colfax Avenue contained 82 rooms and 9 baths, that it was 
built as a high-class residence at a cost of $185,000 in 1892 
or 1893, that a substantial addition was added in 1904 at a 
cost of $57,000, that it was of the highest type of construc¬ 
tion, that it was well maintained, that the interior finish 
was of the finest type employed in the construction of the 
period, considering the nature of the development of the 
neighborhood then toward business, are you able to form 
an opinion, based on your knowledge of real estate condi¬ 
tions, sales and rentals of properties in 1925, in Denver, 
especially in this neighborhood, as to the fair market value 
of the Phipps residence in 1925? A. Yes, sir. 

288 Q. Will you please state that opinion? A. From 
$10,000 to $12,500. 

Mr. Shannon. That is all. 
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Cross-Examination 

Bv Mr. Reed: 

* 

Q. In your opinion this building, which cost $192,000, 
had dwindled in value to a little more than 5 percent of its 
original cost? A. Did you say $192,000? 

Q. Yes. That was in the hypothetical question just read 
to you. A. I didn’t so understand it. 

Mr. Shannon. Pardon me, Senator. Perhaps you didn’t 
understand. The original cost to the original owner was 
$135,000, and in 1904, after Senator Phipps had purchased 
the property, $57,000 worth of improvements were placed 
upon it. 

The Witness. I understand that. 

By Mr. Reed: 

Q. The hypothetical question further states, the house 
has been maintained in good order, and that the finish was 
of the finest. It is your opinion that it has dwindled in 
value nearly 95 percent in the intervening years; is that it? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Have you given consideration to the various commer¬ 
cial uses that might have been made of the propertv 

289 in 1925? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Have you considered its availability as a mor¬ 
tuary, for example? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Was it so available? A. It was, probably, with some 
changes to make it adaptable to that business. 

Q. Such as what? What kind of changes? A. Chang¬ 
ing partitions, and possibly changing the front some, and 
all changes that come into a business that goes into a resi¬ 
dence. 

Q. You haven’t the faintest idea where those partitions 
were in the house? A. No, sir. 

Q. So, you couldn’t say how much change would be nec¬ 
essary? A. No. 

Q. And, therefore, you wouldn’t say how much it would 
cost to make the building available as a mortuary? A. No, 
sir. 

Q. Nevertheless, you do not hesitate to express the opin¬ 
ion of its value that you have expressed? A. No, sir. 

Q. Have you considered its availability in 1925 for 

290 use as a club? A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. For use as a private school? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. For use as doctors’ offices? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. In spite of its fine condition and its great original 
cost, and its availability to these various businesses, you 
still insist that its market value was no more than 10 to 
12*4 thousand dollars? A. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Reed. That is all. 

Mr. Shannon. That is all. 

Witness Excused. 

Mr. Shannon. Respondent rests, Your Honor. 

Mr. Reed. AYe have no rebuttal. 

The Clerk. Briefs will be due: December 1, for the pe¬ 
titioner: January 2, 1940, for the respondent; and January 
17, 1940, for reply briefs. 

The Member. The hearing is concluded. 

(Hearing Concluded.) 
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| 

! [ 


kb- 


442|801 


DEDUC TIONS | 

13. li.tcrwt'pAid ... ....... •*-"• ■*•*•". . 

, _ „ tl . ....... See attached sheet 

14. Tatea Paid, (i i|4m* to aat^iak r). ... . . . .. I 

15. Lreci by Fire, Storm, ttc. ... 

_ . See attached sheet I 

IS. Bnd Debt*. (■•^kiahWJil).... . 

.. „ , .. ^ See attached sheet i 

17. Coolnbutioo*. (iifauhictrkiir).-.. 

IS Otb«l Dfdwtiohi Ni l llcjortcd Above. (lipUi«U(tUWiF) ... 

19. Total Didcoiom im Itimi 13 to IfL.. . . 

20. Nrr Ixcomx (IIckd 12 mioua Item 19)... 

21. Lcaa: Net kaa for 1931 (5*bca.t .<cfa*l«lp'. ....-. 

72 N*r? 1 m<v«k roa Tax <*«mrr?aTHiM <lt< m 20 tniwu* Itrin 21*. .. 

COMPUTATION OF TAX .(9*. u^metu. 31) 


19 278 IIS 


I 52 576 '00 
I M 642 09. 

! 25 S55 '81 


23. Net liK-vne Sut>)C<t to Tainwua 
2t Lem It.lcrml <>n Ijtcrt> Bond*. 1 ... u 

etc. ilunij. $ . 

25. ihtideod* duoi*u)i.1279^550 50 

„ ! 2,500 00 

24 nnuul Eiempuno. 

i 400 00 

27. Credit for Dependent._ 

23. ToUl of Item* 24 lo 27.J83,574 88 


3 

510 

771 

84 

4^ 




‘ r 

1 • 




1 A 

! 

^285 574 

88 


34. Normal Tnx (•%<*■«■•». . 

35. Surtax oa 1 ten 22 (Mi I mitmUm Sj 

35. Tax oo Net Idouo* (WilKlMimoi'). 

37. Aj^tmaot for Capita) Gaia or L«um (124% «f ImB) . 
3^TuUl Tax IiiomMm 4 r» 


29. Balanoe aubjoci to Norma) Tat (itaai a ra**o* » I__ 

30. Amount taxable at 4*^J (*>c< »nr K«n - % _ 1 ^ 

9% ' 

31. Amount taxable at 8% (Imm * bLxjh m .it 

.... . _ L. 


32 Anaoont cf Capita) Net Pain or lam <r» t>Kt r..'L7j.9 . J 3 a .I 

AFFIDAVIT 


Of I ' 3a Total Tas (wiritnaaMra. liua 
27 596 I 96 ^ Lw: 1 ncom* Tax Paid at 8uurc* or, * 

<yy) I nn I 40 IncudM Ta« Paid to a fortviu 

000 w| . nooalrr or U. 8. Do*ana4oa.. 


l/,682 149 


25 596 | 96 


country or U. 8. p omafo a.....; 

^T.x .^ 


152 050 05 
, 310 771 84 y 

5101771 6V / 

t.... WO'OO ■' 
li 871 1 78 
126 ! 465 64 . 
<U8 485 40 ; 

AO 714 9? ^ 
>107 770|48 


06' 067 99 

H- - ^ 


I avcar (or affirta) that thla return, (nchxbnf the aecompanyina aebeduka and aUtameata, baa been axaaninad1 by ma, and to tba beat of my koo»led«« aod 
f La a true and cvmpkt# return, made in food faith, for the taxable year itated, purauant to the Ravenue Act of 1932 and the RefukUona imued thereunder. 


l«licf la a tna nod cvmplct, return 

.Vs-M iiiatriiciiM »J) 


(U nun 0 aatt tk. m n . U. 

Sworn to and N^oibcf tefor* M j - <**7 ****" 

tEFI .‘^►Z-rVU) 

I ” a I^iica Iimawii ltd.) 


iCIi. Ihal w *#Q) 


4m mart b. mariaS "lanW" 


laf af ntin. Cha rt a uf 


(lUnarfiwui 

SraAa *t ha a cc , H » < *atr V pajaMa at , 
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SCHEDUL E a- l. vcoyi fto u BUtiMM OB FI 
> or [ wI mI m uu llod of Mm] 


M (Baa lutmdxa 7) 


Cor* or Ooom Rou 
t Labor.. 

*■ rad aupplva. 

4 MarOaadttaa bwifSt for air 
4 CHW aoata Mm, m „ 

4 Plu. lamltt; at i^f 1 - u f( ^ 

»• Totu. (Um mi).. 

4 La. laratory ai aad of re,_ 

4 Krr Coa, or Ooom Boa* (Um T mfatm UaQ^ 




Onus Btuaaaa Dunnon 

10. KalariMaotlarl«tada*“Labo*”laLlME (Do 1 

t>U dadaat cum f aaa M I rai far ycair aa r »laaa).. 1 _ 

11. laUrrat oa SMaaaa la dabia d aaai toot 4 ! n ... 

14 TaawMmn aod burfaaaa propart/- 

IS. Loaar. tttjdaU la UMa at foot of pa**)- 

14 Bad itrtAi uWaf from aala or p arr la aa_ 

14 Dai-raclatloa, ofart—r.— ---* ■*—- 
.. rUio la labia 

^ RbI.I. bau vmaar ¥ ai 

Lobar a oa aaparaU akaat). 


Lag from aala or arrltML_ 

ataolaaeaarr, aad daoMoa (ax- 

. world*! at foot of paaa)_ 

aid otbrr aipaaaaa (naelaa 


bta “C," a "C a M,“ aa LAtaa 4 aad 4 to tadlaata wkatfcar W ' ***** f"~n 1* »• **)" ■■ ’ - 

Mraatorlaa ara rakaad at ao*. a aoa« a markrt, w tl^ira la lamar. 14 Total. Daaacnoaa (lAa* 4 pfaa Uoa IT) 


.— 




14 War ham (Uaa I elaaa Una M) fata* aa Itaaa I). 


92r ~ y 


foaataad 14_ 


SCHMM HMCOM FBOM WW AND ROYALTIES (So# iMnwbaa T) 


l lom aa taanan 


1 Con cm Vnee I I lnneuBM 
ai m um i. mi. 1 (riiwtiiuMi 
VmimOuttBii 




I i 


t i 


■Bte" 


4—d* 




boa of dadarttoaa 
lo Column 4_ 


1 . Im aa raoraan 

l Pm 
Ao«nu» 

| 4 Abccw Itiux«» 

4 Co*t 

i 1 Mtara 1 ML « o, Ihtmm 1 

1 Vtu« IF A>«nu» ' y? 'fV 

; r.« ro T... Data \ 

T Pimnitwi 
Auh e* <01 Allot- 
ihii Mr* k«m 

MS M MUOI L MU 

4 inreomceUM 
M Ism ■> 

Fourth Liberty Loan 1 

6-24-52 

I 1 

,154,16*. BO 

tlMj.W? !«>. 

i 

• I 

1..-r«r.....4 _r-r 

* 1 

\ 

a 226 

00 

Bonds I 

i ! 

~1 



i ' 1 

i . • • i 

1 1 4 » • 

1 | 




SCHEDULE D—CAPTTAL HIT CAIN OI LOSS FROM SALS OF ASSETS HELD MOU THAN TWO TEARS (Sea Uatnutloa Li 


1. IX»* Of rUKITT 

if y--7 r 

4 Dan 
— | 

| * abccfi ItAirit j 1 Con 

4 Miva 4 MU 
Vm» 9 Ar*cui» 
fm to Tsai Dm 

y. Ton n limn 

urn •imituii 

to Acbtwnos M 

Man I. mi 

4 PmiCUKM 
Aontll (M tun 
4MB) tmen AlfBM 
nos oo Hun i, MU 

l Krr On m Lon 
(tmr m Isms V> 


Be A* Far 

Vs Faa. j 

t.J».1. 

,. 1 

t J . 

| 


I 

$ . 

| 

1 


§ | 

r. ; • I 

i 

T 



1 


. :..... 



. 1 ! 

! - i 

) 

. 


. J J 



aaa aoqulrad 


SCHEDULE E—INTEREST ON UBERTY BONDS AND OTHER OBLIGATIONS OR SECURITIES 

(Sec loetructioo 9? 


1 O BOO a no R* 04 Ivunu 

i : isomotiit ! 
: I 

1 Imirn Rirvm 
cm Aa»io 

4 ! SiTst* 1 1 >- Avottf OVBM ! 
Fibhft »t»« | 'ff/iljlj? 

T s i atiob J I»6«mo* 

t IsTESlrT OB 

1 A* 11 Bt I* V KUS 
•S lliirtvjf 
(t»Uf Ailuat) 

(«) OUi#»Uore of 4 HUtf, Territory, or political «ubdivuk<o tiieneff.* 

,717,000 00 1 

, 54,972 i 50 

'aa 

1 




(1) BeetniUMimoduodcr FnWtl Firm U*n Afl.orun Jffi KhAfli* 
amervtoj, Treasury Bilk, aodTreasury Certificate*«<f lr*«leMe'Jr»c>* 
(f) LAwl/ 3^Boadi ud other ohli«*tion« if t'nitaltiuicsiM ie>l**n 
Of before September I, 19)7* aod oblifatton* of l*. 8 poeecesFon* 

(4) Lfbart/ 4F« aad Booda aad Troajjrt Bcatif 1 * 1 tiee^ 

» f 

900,000 00 ! 

1 ! 

27,825 00| 

AIL. 1 

All. 

1 

.J 


1 1 

150,000 00 i 

956 1251 

tl.oon ... $ 

All 

145,000 

00 

, 924 ! 

58 

(a) Tnarirv Notaa... 

1 

! | 


ea.ee. 1 

1 t ' 

* 1 



r—EXPLANATION OF DEDUCTIONS CLAIMED LN ITEMS I. 14. 14. IT, AND IS 


I tea 16. 


Office Expans* 125,199.56 
Depreolation Office Equipment 1*4.26 
toUl-ItewlS. 125,355.81 


EXPLANATION OF DEDUCTION FOR DEPRECIATION CLAIMED IN SCHEDULES A AND B 


1. bn or raoBBtFT 

<V suss ■sbSFtsi Bf *U4 nntnarUd; 

t Da re 
Acgcisio 

4 V.i «ni 1 

Altai UE> < 

4 I'lxMlU | 
IlFB AMIS | 
Al^ltSTTI'T 

I Cow 

| (Fh)u«tTii<lt>l) 

I 4 M*Bf« 1. 1411 . a,---.,,.,. . 

I VsttB IF AftfiHin Alia,* 4 

, Fli-4 to Tsti 1**16 I JJff*,! r bs!b A Vk1L 

1 (l4dMS4t«uf LAaJj riWllAU, 

l>6FiansniB 

AUOVtl.l 

Tm > tat 

l 



! 

s. 

.. 

1 


I I 


EXPLANATION OP DEDUCTION FOR LOSSES BT FIRE. STORK. ETC. CLAIMED IN SCHEDULE A. AND IN ITEM It 


«a——» ITS ■ mrgtrjj ■ haa'-t ns -i ■ .i»-l — 

1 bn or rmoee*Tt 

1 Dsn Anqcon 

S ro*t ob Vain 
aj oe Mm i. ml 
Amifii Onkiee 

4 Mmimf 

llFIdUSlMl 

. . 1 .. 

t. Pintoto ib 
A llSflM AlBtl 

Ai It IMTI- >R 

4 l*i res ns *\» 

? PmcrtKi Lon 



,. 1 .. 

, 1 

4 

$. ' . 

1.. 




I 

! 

1 

•F 
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L. C. P. 

Income Tax 1932. 




IT 

.Item 3. 

Interest on Bank Deposits, Botes, etc. 


1 


1932 





Jan. 4 

Nevada-Callfomia Electric Cor;K>rotlon-Dets 

*10,770.00 



30 

Zip Abrasive Co. 

474.45 

» 


Apr. 1 

George H. burr 

1,064.10 

[ 


5 

New Orleans Texas & Mexico fty.Co.-bones 

3,500.00 



7 

Cherry Kills Saddle Club 

30.00 



May S 

Costilla Estates Development Co.-bonds 

70.00 



14 

Mrs. Florence H. Lee 

130.00 



26 

0. S. Treasury-Interest on Income Tax refunds 

134.09- 



June 4 

bear River Club Co.-bonds 

70.00 ! 


6 

I. I. Daffer 

30.00 11 

Ip 

24 

Nevaca-California Electric Corporation-Debs 

6,700.00 l! 


Oct. 13 

New Orleans Texas 4 Mexico iy .Co.-bonds 

3,300.00 


13 

George H. Burr 

893.75 


31 

Corinthian Yacht Club-Bonds 

38.00 



Dec. 3 

Bear River Club Co. - Bonds 

70.00 



6 

I. I. Daffer 

30.00 




Interest on bank balances for year 

2.693.46 • 

1 

1- 


Total Interest received- 

*32,237.83j 

1 





r* 

- 

Item 4. 

Interest on Tax Free Covenant bonds. 




1932 





Jan. 4 

Denver 4 Fait Lake Ey. Co. let 6's 

$10,116.00'' 


PK 

4 

Denver Tramway Coro. 

1,812.50" 



4 

Pressed Steel Car Co. - Debs 

1,250.001 



8 

Cuba Company - Debs. 

2,250.00-! 



8 

Los Angeles Pacific Co. - Bonus 

2,000.00 



Feb. 2 

Norfolk Southern Ky. Co. - Bones 

3,730.00-^ 


12 

St.Paul 4 Kansas City Short Line ky.Co.-bones 

2,700.00 -jj 


Mar. 3 

Denver Trarnay Terminal ky. Co. - Bono; 

900.00 iT 


Aur. 1 

Nevaoa-California Electric Cor.u. 1st i’s 

6,125.00-it. 


2 

Denver Sr Salt Lake fy. Co. - Income 6's 

72,000.00> 

r 


2 

Northwestern Terminal Ry.Co. - bonds 

1,600.00 1 



3 

western Pacific Ry. Co. - Bonds 

1,250.00^ 

s 

| 

7 

Cuba Railroan Co. - Bonce 

S50.00"* 


| 

24 

Nevuda-Cailfornia Electric Corp. 1st b's 

2,333.33 



July 2 

Denver Tramway Corp. 

1,612.50 ■* 

* 


2 

Denver v Salt Lake ity. Co. 1st 6's 

7,650.00j 



3 

Pressed Steel Car Co. - Debs 

1.2S0.X H 

s' 


S 

Cuba Company - Debs 

2,250.X- 

* 


5 

Loa Angeles Pacific Co. - Bonos 

2.0X.X' 


ir 

Au.'. 22 

St.Paul 4 Kansas City Short Line Py.Co.-Bonos 

2,700.x-* 

s' 


Dept.7 

Denver Tramway Terminal hy. Co. - Bonos 

9X.X I 

* 


20 

Western Pacific fty. Co. - Bo»is 

1,250.x.* 



Oct. 3 

Nevada-Callfornia Electric Corp. 1st S’s 

3,125.X*' 

s 


Nov. 20 

Cuba Railroad Co. - Bonds 

550. X" 


1L- 


Total Interest received- 

$134,124.33 



I 

i 


i 
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I - C. P . 


Inonme Tm 1952. 


i 


Item 7. 

Rant# and Royaltie*. 







ria a of 

[ Name of Building 

j Amount 1 Taxes 

Other 

Property 

1 of Rent 

Ibcpenees 

Pitta burgh. Pa. 

Real latato Co. - Agents 

1 


Tenement & 

Scott Place 

*4,305.65^ *5,146.88 

• *508.04- 

Power-Brick 



f 

Store - Brick 

Third Avenue 

2,541.01' 2,127.68 

12.20 

* Store* & 




Flats-Brick 

Stores & 

5900-2-4 Penn Ave. 

6,164.85 5,547.82 

/ 

104.00 

[ 

Flats-Brlck 

5906-6-10 Penn Ave. 

1,941.37*] 5,108.61 

62.14 

1 

Denver, Col_Q. 

Carrett-Broaf laid & 



Co. - Agonta 



Fan Lead 

Agnes Memorial Sena¬ 
tor lux Property 

192.26< 456.26 

426.70 


Lend leased for farming. 

$14,945.14 ! $16,587.25 

A *' 

*1,115.08- ^ !j 

| 

Vacant - 

Richardson Property 

Refund water contract , 

507. SOH 

1 

1*15,252.64'^ 

i 


Rote - Coat of ordinal repairs. 

"j 

S 

1 

running expenses and commissions 



are deducted by agents before re¬ 
mitting. 

! 

: 


Total Rentals Received 
Taxes Paid 

*16,387.25- 

*15,252.64 


Other Expenses 

Total Expenses 

1,113.08. 

✓ 

17,500.33" 


Operating Income-Loss 

i. 247.0.* 


Less Cepreclatloo(See attached sheet) 

_ 032. SO' 


Total Net Lose 


4.i*i.:p' J 

_ 1 


i 

J 
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l 


L. C. P. 


Incomm Tax 1M2. 


[Turn 7. _ 

Basts and Royalties - Continued 


. 

j-j 

- 

Srplasatios of Depreciation 



1 

] Property 

Tear 

acquired 

Cost of Property 

Sate 

Depreciation 
this year. 

rpreelatjtoi 
last yehr 

Scott Place 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 
Brick Blag. 

1910 

and 

1921 

1100,000 Including land. 
Value of buildings 
only $14,500. 

5$ 

$455.00 

p— 

i 

| 

$455.05 - 

Third Aranae 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 
Brick Stores 

1910 

and 

1915 

$69,500 Including land. 
Value of buildings 
only $20,000. 

H 

600.00 

A 

600.0 1' 

5900-2-4 Peaa Are. 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 
Brick Stores 

1915 

$157,728.75 including 
land. Value of build- 
Inga only $25,000. 

* 

750-00 •' 

i \ 

! 

750.00' 

5906-8-10 Peon Are 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 
Briek Stores 

. 1910 

$245,000 including land. 
Value of txiildlngs only 
$8,250. 

3* 

247.50- 

/ ! 

/ ; 

■ i 

2$7.50/ 


Total Depreciation 




I 

| 

j 

i 


i 

i 

i 

i 

i 


395 









t. C. P, 


Income Tax 1932 


!< .. 

Item 10. 

Dividends. 


•| 1932 



Jar.. 2 

Denver Tramway Corp. Pref. 

$275.00 

2 

International Trust Co. 

405.00 

2 

first Industrial Bank 

152.25 

15 

Mountain States Tel. & Tel. Co. 

6,744.00' | 

28 

Harbison Halier Refractories Co. Pref. 

375.00- 

fab. 2 

Hevnda-Caiifomla Electric Corp. Pref. 

41,690.25 

18 

Procter A Gamble Co. Com. 

1,200.00 

18 

Hudson A Manhattan R. R. Co. Pref. 

350.00 

29 

United States Steel Corp. Pref. 

8,750.00 

Mar. 3 

Par bison Halier Refractories Co. Cos. 

750.00 

S 

Atchison Tope is & Santa fa Com. 

870.00 

31 

first national Bank 

1,920.00 

Apr. 1 

International Trust Co. 

40S.00- 

1 

first Industrial Bank 

152.25 

1 

United States Steel Corp. Com. 

25,000.00 

7 

Burco, Inc. Pref. 

1,500.00- 

15 

Mountain States Tel. A Tel. Co. 

6,744.00 |[ 

| 22 

Harbison Halier Refractories Co. Pref. 

375.00 j 

■ay s 

Hevada-Californla Electric Corp. Pref. 

41,690.25 ! 

17 

Procter A Gamble Co. Com. 

1,200.00 ]j 

| June 3 

Hudson & Manhattan R. R. Co. Com. 

2,747.50 

3 

Atchison Topeka St Santa fe Com. 

580.00 

4 

United States Steel Corp. Pref. 

8,750.00 

July 1 

first national Bank 

1,920.00 

1 

International Trust Co. 

405.00 

1 

Burco, Inc. Prof. 

750.00- 

2 

first Industrial Bank 

87.00 

15 

Mountain States Tel. It Tel. Co. 

6,744.00 

26 

Harbison Halier Refractories Co. Pref. 

575.00- 

Aug. 1 

Nevada-Callfomla Electric Corp. Pref. 

41,690.25 

18 

Procter A Gamble Co. Coe. 

1,000.00 

18 

Hudson A Manhattan R. R. Co. Pref. 

550.00 

Sapt.l 

United States Steel Corp. Pref. 

8,750.00 

oot. 1 

first Rational Bank 

1,920.00 

3 

International Trust Co. 

405.00 

3 

first Industrial Bank 

87.00 

17 

Mountain States Tel. A Tel. Co. 

6,744.00 

22 

Harbison Halier Refractories Co. Pref. 

575.00' 

Mot. 1 

Nevada-Callfornla Electric Corp. Pref. 

41,690.25 

17 

Prooter 5 Gamble Co. Cam. 

1,000.00 

Dec. 3 

United States Steel Carp. Pref. 

8,750.00 

5 

Hudson A Manhattan R. R. Co. Com. 

1,962.50 j 

31 

first National Bank 

1,920.00- j 



$279,550.50 


... 

- . . 


i 

i 



/ 


i 

i 


I 

j 
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L. C. P. 


lacoao Tax 1932. 


Iter. 14. 

1932 

Jab. 4 
Feb. 28 
26 

Mar. 22 
26 

May 26 
July 22 
23 

Nov. 9 
Dec. 31 


Taxes Pale. 


Conejos County 1930 (Edward Fair Property) 

Mineral County 1930 

First Half City «t County Denver 1931 

Second Half 1922 District of Columbia 

Bolcaro Second Half 1931 

Conejos County 1931 (Sdwarti Fair Property) 

Second Half City & Co. Denver 1931 

First Half 1933 District of Columbia 

Belcaxo First Half 1932 

Auto Licenses, etc. - Colorado 1933 

Mlsc. items on Club Dues, Bank Checks, etc. 


Total Taxes 


♦170.771' 
615.26 
5,697.161 
2,071.12} 
857.50 1 !" 
124.28'!' 
5,686.28 • 
2,071.12j 
1,127.82'j 
51.31!' 
605.71 !!' 
♦19,278.1311 


Item 15. 


Bad Debta. 

Mrs. Leonel Ross O'Bryan - Loan. 

In July and August 1930 I advancea e total of ♦2,450 as 
a loan to Mrs. Leonel Ross O'Bryan for the purpose of pre¬ 
paring an historical book for publication. This work has 
been refused by various publishers and la believed to be 
worthless. Mrs. O'Bryan has no assets and no Beans of repay¬ 
ing »e for my advances and my claim against h»r Is therefore 
of no value and Is now charged off as a definite total loss. 


John F. Vivian - Loan. 

Or. September 8, 1926 I advanced $5,000 and again January 
29, 1932 ♦126 to John F. Vivian as a loan. This oebtor is 
deeply Involved; has no occupation, and has ignored all re¬ 
quests to arrange for payments of his indebtedness. This 
amount now charged off as a total loss. 


♦2,450.00 r 


5,126.00 


Costilla Estates Development Co. - Beneficial Interest. 

From August to November 1921 I anvanned a total of 
♦25,000 to this compaiy, receiving trust lien certificates 
of beneficial Interest In various classes, representing 
rights to participate In ultimate realization. If any, 
made out of the Compaq* Directly after the creation of 
the Costilla Trust there was a very drastic drop in land 
values due to general financial conditions, which was 
followed by an even more severe drop In lnnd values In 1930. 
As a result it has been Impossible to secure purchasers for 
land, either grazing or farming, which constitute the 
property of the Company. Taxes are In arrears,and what few 
land sales were made the purchasers have defaulted. Certain 
persons Interested in the Trust have purchased tax liens to 
protect the deeds, and on October 28, 1932 It was decided to 
turn over the properties to a new corporation for the benefit 
of those owning tax lien boons, or tax money, so th'.t my 
equity In the Beneficial Interest Is entirely wiped out, and 
ay Investment 13 a total loss. 

Total Sad Debts 


2S.000.00l' 
-- 

♦52,576 .OOjl 
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I 

L. C. P. Income Tax 193a. 


*1 - 

1 

Item 

’7., 



Contributions. 

j 

Cato 

Cnec2 No. 

Paid to - 

s 

J tXTi • 

16 

N 

2011 

America:; Legion, District of Columbia 

950.00 | 


29 

N 

2023 

Egypt exploration Socioty 

10- .00 ! 

Feb. 

6 

T 

4969 

Denver Art Ifuseua 

109.90 j 


15 

D 

2576 

City Temple Institutional Socioty 

500.00 | 

Mar. 

5 

r 

5002 

Citizens itopioyment Committee 

C.25'’J.90 i 


3 

T 

•A" 

University of Colorado - Child Seoenrch 

5,000.00 ! 


23 

V 

2584 

Colorado Museum of Natural History 

50.00 | 
2,500.00 j 

Aor. 

2 

N 

2030 

Washington Community Chest 


23 

F 

5012 

Wells College 

25,000.00 i 


27 

F 

5014 

Denver Community Chest 

6,250.00 i 


30 

ff 

5023 

Agnes Memorial Sana tori ua 

5,000.00 

June 

30 

C 

2629 

St. John's Cathedral 

50.00 


4 

0 

2610 

Agnes Manorial h*n-.toriua 

2,n >i. ;J Ij 


10 

D 

2631 

Leaver Community Chest 

6,250.00 || 

i| 

10 

D 

2632 

Leaver Citizens Employment Committee 

1,009.00 jj 


27 

l 

2645 

St. John's Cathedral 

100.00 1 

July 

12 

C 

2650 

Leovor Citizens J^ploymeut Comal ttee 

1,000.00 

j] 

ie 


2665 

Numoer Nine Pearl Street 

100.00 

ij 

21 

N 

2066 

Notional Symphony Orchestra Aas'n. 

621.00 


*.*. 

Fa 

1247 

Pittaourgh Ass'n. for la .roveae.nt of the Poor 

250.00 j 

ij Aug. 

8 

r. 

+* 

2685 

Agnes Memorial Sanatorium 

2,5/0.00 

i! 

18 

D 

2686 

Leaver Citizens Employment Committee 

1,090.00 j 


18 

L 

2687 

Civic Symphony society of Leaver 

250.00 j 

Sept 

2 

c 

2688 

Agnes Memorial Sanatorium 

1,000.09 i 

|[ 

14 

r 

5118 

Lenvor Citizens implo/aout Committee 

I,'-00.00 | 


20 

T 

5128 

"Wells College 

1 v y '/ .Kj • 'J*J 


22 

? 

5131 

I-enver Firemen's Protective At>s'n. 

25.00 1 

1 

28 

y 

5146 

National Swedish Sanatorium 

50.00 

Oct. 

17 

? 

5157 

Lenver Citizens Employment Comnitt»« 

i, s-9.00 iji 

II 

17 

F 

5159 

Y. M. C. A. Glenarm Branch 

109.00 !|j 

'! 

28 

0 

2724 

St. John's Cathedral 

10-..00 !l i 

j Nov. 

19 

N 

2106 

National Symphony Orchestra 

625.00 i, 

! 

19 

Fa 

1254 

Pittsburgh Ass'n. for Improvement of the poor 

••■50.00 iji 

ij 

26 

D 

•D" 

Los Angeles Tuberculosis Society 

' - * -* j Ij 

Doc. 

12 

N 

"E" 

Williams College Community Chest 

J P 

i 

19 

D 

2737 

St. bornaous Cnurch 

• C*Ve00 l| 


19 

Fa 

1240 

Seamen's Church Institute 

100.00 !! 

J 

28 

F 

5220 

St. John's Cathedral 

100.00 | 

ii — ■ ■ 




Total Deductible Contributions 

*86,1*5.00 

_ 




Net Deduction Aliownule 

<54,842.09 :j! 

1 1 

-■ '.-^4; 


i 

I 

i 


i 

I 

i 
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t as^?^ges T 


CLAIM 


to at no i 


rw Cefl s cf sr nOt tod toa « e to tin 
i tin nw ad*. 

I * l nmaorTukuoiuK 

I I Berms or amockt Bad a 
L I tonmT or Tax Amam 


I a! clito to—, wf il I 


I Stamp* CnaD, os I 


‘SEP 12 193S 

storm. omoB 


Statmot. O 01 .^* 4 * .. 

J City tol Coanty of &*BT«T 

JCocmtt or.. 



Naum" of taxpayer or 

purchaser of atainpa.ItoWfbPCb C. FhlRPb.. 


a — i_ jj »10 Drnrrr notional Ban* Balldlaf, Banror, Colorado 

R-idenee. **<»...»*lo«o Dr lwo*_ PanTOfe. ,5ol Or***__ 


Tb« drpof*ml. bciBf duly »»om tcoordioi to U«, depoam and *4M th*r Z>to atat*m*et to mad* oa bohatf of tto tazpayar-rf. I 

4Ad timi tbc f*ru fivm bolow or* truo mod eomptoto: /j ' / * l ' J ^ 0 ! 

1. District la which return (1/ any) was toad..®“ n ’.*7.....(^£i' > '-d'‘ ' ../_^.to'.._dK^T... I 

2. Partud (If for tocos* Im, make acparaU form for oacb Uial4a year) from JMOBJKJ 1. IO.lt to. Ifit ; 

2. Charartar of iMMomt or tax... ... 

4. Amount of ■■wimnt, >lQfl.»QflZ.93.; dataa of payment BiuT- .X* J&B* ±2> , Sfft. 11, Itoa^ U 

.V Date atampa were purchased from the Covemmoot... .. .... .. .... j 

0 Amount to be rafmxW . ........ ...$.aoiut.d—! 

7. Amount to bs stated loot applicable to Income or estate taxes). .t. j 

A. The lime within which this claim may be Irgsllr filed expires, under taction of the Baseaue Act ef !•. 

on ..10. 

The depooeat verily bcllcvce that tills claim should be ellvwod (or Ibe following r eee nn e. 

Tajcpajrar ownad * for war raeldanca looatad at 1154 last Colfax Avenue. Denver, 
Colorado, which had boon cam art ad to bualaeee tax a and lnooao produoln* parpoeee la 
1*S5. Tho bolldlaff waa deatroywd la 1932 aa a aattor of bualnaaa policy and tbo loot 
resulting thorofraa aoiosurted to $39,781.89 which waa Inadvertantly onltted aa a daduo- 
tlon In tha roticrn for 1932. Tha overpayment of tax renltlng lb $23,181.22, balnfi 
59< of 10.771.84 or 6.366.39 
M< of 29,010.06 or 16,826.83 

Total a sr.wnn g .nirn 

For aopportlnc ocaputatlone and facta, rafar«nca lb aadb to tha protaat and atatoaost 
of facta fllad la thla caaa In anawar to Traaaury lot tor datad August 14, 1936. 
aywbola ITt AH tS'-f. 


. b.H.U1J1 

.S.. 

of the B«rwu« Act at 10... 


m *b 'A»to « V C«»a lb Nad 


Sworn »«» «nil aitSwrihrd befor# me «hto 

• / ^ . ... «•*) »»/ . • ^b^wf^^^TTV^( 



l$(l DttTIVCTIONI ON^UM «Z>0 


- — 


- 
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cnmncATK 

I c«rtify that an examination of the rocordt of thia ofioe ahowa the following facte aa to the I 
■aymeot of the tax: 


£>X£«»m./£Z£ 


| t'tolNI rtMldtod hf- 


< »'» f’j I 


Amount claimed... t 
Amount allowed... % 


t'edwoe ./ /almai 


< rfi.V 

root Koad 




iweg. . tomrwi) 

COMM!TTXX ON rrirvy 


Amount rejected... $ 


INSTRUCTIONS 


1. The • (Amt mn»t art forth in A'twl and under *»«th each ground u]x.m whi«|i a i» made. and facte •undent to toorur the r« 
mu'*loner of the ciaet tuu.ui thereof Vo»n- 

2 1 he flaiin •hM'il.l I-* -Horn to I»y the laxpatcr. J po*»ihl»> Whenever it i*» n cr reiA/y to have the rUim executed b% an attonm- 
or agent. on !»ehaJf of the ta\;>ayer. an authenticated copy of tr»e docun»rnt epecifleaJIv niihoruini inch agent or Attorney* to -.I- Tu* 
"* taxpayer aImOI accompau) the cIauii The oath will tu* adunuiitered uithout chare* by Any collector denut! 
nrtlvftOf, or internal revenue agent ' J 

a. If a return i- f»M »•?*»• individual Ai.d a refund ft Aim •- thereafter filed by a legal representative .#f the dcceaaed. certified ^ 
nf the le't n» toUiiM'i-urt. U Her- of adiumi*! ration, nr oile r ’•molar • vuieinv muet l«* annexed to tk- claim, to -how the autbontv^ 
tlw oeeutor, Admmi-trAtor, or other fnlo< iarv t.\ whom the < Iamu »- filed If an eufutor, admim-t ratur guardian. t run tee. r*cci\cr rw 
otlier fnluciarv tile- a return at id thereafter refund claim u tiled l»v tt*e xamr fidmut/v, do* uinrntarv cv idenee to eatabluh the ImaI 
ant lorin of the hd.o .arv tired r.ot artnmpar.v the claim, provided a -tatement ia madcou the claim .bowing that the return flC 
by the fiduciary and that tin; latter ia at ill acting ** 

* * >MP*ver i« a forjH.ration, the Haim -hall ha atgoed with the corporate name, followed by the signature aod title W 

tbe officer leyitf au»^>rity to sign foe Hie corporation * 


I certify that the record* of tbi» office ahoxr the followiog fact* aa to the purchaae of atampe: 
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2li 14477 



i 



tupajer owned * former reeldence at 1X5*1 last Colfax Avenue, Denver, Colon.do, 
which had heea converted to boslnees uaa and Income producing purposee lr. 1925. The 
Building vas destroyed la 1932 ae a matter of Business policy and the loae resulting 
therefrom Mounted to IS9.U39.60, which was Inadvertently omitted as a deduction In 
the return for 1932. 

Tor supporting computations mid facts, reference Is wade to protests and statement 
of facts filed with the Cosmlsslcner and to the petition to the Board of Tax Appeals, 
all UT said) By reference are mede a part hareof. 


I 
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CERTIFICATE 

I caru!y that an examination of the record*.of thia office above the (ollovnng fact* aa to the aaeoaement «u4 
payment of tlm tax: 



/05Ci7'>y\. 3//y/js 


TeUI. I »/tfevyj 




INSTRUCTIONS 

*• ^l4iro must *et forth in detail and under oath fit h ground u|*on which It w» made, and fa*t« «uft>cnnt to apprise tha Oo* 
missioncr t*f the evart l«a*is thereof. 

* he »*<>rn ti# by the taxpayer, if |*r>«4Ml»le Whenever it i* iteeec«arv to l:»ye I hr’ r|ain» executed !•> an attorney 

°f “* rr ‘ 1, ,e e t ^ r *" ••ithnitiialnj «»|»v of tin* document «!-•• ii.« nib .. me «*ueh agent or attorney to ngn lha 

rlairo on »«'•*» of the taxpayer shall arrompau> the ciiMiu. ’Die oath *.ll le admini'S red yvilmut charge l»> anv collector) deputv col¬ 
our. or internal revenue agent * 

3. 1/ a return %* filed l»y an widiy dual and a refund rlatm i* thervaftce ii'cd |*v a I* raJ r»*fire»cnt alive of tla* deeeAnod. certified cnp.i** 
ofthe letters testamentary. letter* of administration or other similar rtulcnn 1 nm-t l- annex'd t«« the elaon. to *lmw tin* authority •*/ 
ri iT *4 or other fi«|«irtarv t*\ yy'M*iii the elauu i« tiled If an eM*eut»»r, administrator, guardian. trustee. re«-«iyer. or 

!!# return and thereafter refund » Imm »» hied l»s tin* omi fi>luy mr>. d yeumentafy ey nlcri « to«-»t;»lili«ti the legal authority 

°* j .i. ^reoinpany the * laiin, pfov ided a statement i% made on the * iaun showing tl.ot tla* return wa*. filed l»y the fuiueiarv 

and that the latter I* still acting 

* ^he*r the > taxpayer ia a corporation, the claim shall lei signed with the mqmrate name, followed l»v the signature and title of tba 
hTicer ha\ing authority to sign for the «oq*oration. 
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j.r r : z ,5 ‘ 9 


January 4th, 1928 


•I s 


Mr. Alvah C. Talbot 

First National Bank Building 

Denver, Colorado 

Dear hr. Talbot: 


have submitted your offer for the leasing of the property now 
known as 1154 £. Colfax Avenue and have been authorised by 
Senator L. C. Phipps to make you the following counter-offer: 

Senator Phipps will Improve the property along the general lines 
that we have discussed at a coat not exceeding $500,000.00 and 
will lease the entire Improved property to you for a term of 
25 years at an annual rental of $43,500.00 net. 


$300,000.00 

125,000.00 

JSS 


Cost of Improvements 
Value of land 


12* on $300,000.00 
6* on 125,000.00 


$36,000.00 

7,500.00 

* 43 ! 500.00 



Lessee to pay all taxes both Oeneral and Specials, Insurance, oper¬ 
ating expenses and to maintain and keep In continuous good, sub¬ 
stantial and tenantable order and repair all buildings erected. 

Lessee shall have option to purchase during first ten years of lease 
upon 90 days written notice at $125,000.00 plus original cost of Im¬ 
provements. During second ten year period lessee shall have option 
to purchase at the appraised value of the land plus the original coat 
of the Improvements. 

$43,500.00 to be deposited with Lessor by Lessee upon signing of lease 
Lessee to receive Interest thereon. Rents to be paid quarterly In 
advance and first payment shall be made when building Is ready for 
occupancy. 

I will not attempt to cover the many points that will come up In a 
lease of this nature but have frlefly outlined the general terms. 

! 

Very truly yours. 


VH0:S 


J&lif 
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WESTERN 

UNION 


NO. 


:«i» o« 


C»CO 




&W«W/Uk 


r*. dht wl »W«» 

January th, 1928 


1 l 


Hon. Lawrence C. Phipps, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


«r 


Parties have agreed to terms of counder offerfor lease Colfax Avenue 
property" twenty-five years forty-three thousand five hundred per 
annum stop shall we have Hughes and Dorsey prepare contract and lease. 


Charge L. F. Epplch, Inc. 
203 Ideal Bulldl g 


Van Holt Garrett 



i 


| 
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K335 98 CNT C0MMA=SN SASH IMGTON DC 7 7122A 
VAN HOLT GARRETT* 

CARE L F EPPICH (DEAL BLDG DENVER COLO* 


CONGRATULATIONS ON YOUR SUCCESS PLEASE HAVE HUGHES AND ! 
DORSEY PREPARE-CONTRACT AND LEASE SUBMITTING SAME TO 
ME IN PRELIMINARY FORM STOP *RAT RATE OF INTEREST ON j 
™E DEPOSIT OF $43,500 WILL BE SATISFACTORY TO LESSEE I 
QJNNOT SECURE A SIX PERCENT RETURN ON GOOD SECURITIES $TOP 

ALL BUILDING PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS MUST BE SUBJECT j 
TO OyR APPROVAL STOP WHAT ARCHITECT IS FAVORED BY LESSEE 
STOP LEASE MUST BE SIGNED AND CASH DEPOSIT MADE BEFOREiWE 
INCUR ANY OBLIGATION STOP I UNDERSTAND WE ARE TO REMOVjE 
PRESENT BUILDIM6 FROM PREMISES STOP ALL NELL* j 

LAWRENCE C PHIPPS* 
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Form I04ft 

U S. IHTBAMAL RlVIMDI 


tt/vr/l 77 V t KETV * /v 

INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX RETURN 1 


FOR NET INCOMES OF MORE THAN $5 AM 

01 «T INCOME, UCAIMISS Of ABOPNT. If DOITED ftOM 1 ftOfESSON 01 WJSnnS, MCUMNC FIMBfC 


For Calendar Year 1925 

H» Uu Ki4n ViA lb. C«IkT« W laUnul lUream It T« DtAirl m t Un MkE IS. 142* 


4 

IS 


lPRINT NAME AND ADDRESS PLAINLY BELOW) 


/ I 


a 


_ Lawr.?(?.£.£_ C, T h ipm ...'.. 

(NllEKj / • 

_ 3.li.0..MiqM....StXfe;<Z.± ..j.Ld.i 

' (Plrwt »r-l Ducottr, tf rur»I roulo 1 -J 


.JtenK.e.x.. 

(Fort ofljc#) 


?en 1 '.ex. ..C.o/q.a. 


i < • ■ • j -1 >. 


rsu 

Sfcu 


AriJ 


(CmAWi 


V* 

kS 


7 o' 


f. * tUA M. O. C«1 . M InL 
Hfit Fij umiI 

/"*> V 




BUS IN ESS 


OCCUPATION, P ROFESSI ON, OR KIND OF 

I. Are you a elllren or resident 
of the Untied States? ....... 

3. If you filed a retura for 1934, ... 

to whet Collector 1 * office w as It »tn\l /CLCUlW, 

8. la thi» n Joint return A/'n 

of husband Bnd wife?. jCM.Q. ................——........—.— . —...... ...... ^ ».... j..., ..... ... ...... . 

4 . Bute came of 4 Be wife if All) A) A r f i « A" /V. Tdr 8. How many dependent person* (other t 

a separate return was anada and tb« —. . _ .. _ age or incapable of eelf-aupport boenu 

Collector’* office to which it waa aeott .....EPf nr.CY,. Le*J.9 


r M&: 

iaa ft aentf^fAt’fi 


M^Ece-le 


• jearT 47!.. 

• tAiehte pR»r auppe 


S. Were you married and living with J 

«a wife on the last day of your taxable j 
0. If rot, were you on theWt day of your Uiehte >4*» supporting oi.o or 

more peraoi.a living in your household who are eloeely related to yeut..“... 
7. If your rtatua in respect to questions 6 and 6 changed 

during the year, state date of auch change ....rrrrr. . 

han husband or wife) under 18 year* of 
age or incapable of eelf-aupport bocauae mentally or physically defective ware 
receiving their chief support from you on the last day of your taxable year?- 


■ h-.- f. INCOME 

I. Salrrke, Wage#, Comaaiaaiona, etc. (luueuwuslaMrMxItowarrva vtamncaliwl) 


3. Net Profit from Uutinea* or ProfeaaSoo. (rKoktaNVi)_ 

1 loteraat oo Bank DrpoaiU, Corporation Bonds, etc. (except Interest upon which an incomo tax 

(a) Interest on Tax-free Covenant Bonds Upon Which an Income Tax of 2% was Paid at 

4. Income from Partnerahipa, Fiduciaries, etc. ffuu tame sed wUrau cl partrxniJp, tie) 



p^l^at toVfl( 

\ V' V . •* 

*> V -V» f ^ 



6. Kenta and Royalties, (from BobaSaW B).. 

6. Profit from Sale of Real Estate, Stocks, Bonds, etc. (fg 

7. Dividends on Stock of IVuncstio Corporation*. 

8. Taxable Interest on liberty Bond*, etc. (Proa SdbafcSs E>... 

9. Other Income (including dividend* received on stock of forefgneorporatlona). (M»u utan w fcxnu) 

(o)...—.-.. 

( 6 ) -.-.. 

10. Total Ikcomb in Fteus 1 to 0. 


DEDUCTIONS 

11. Interest Paid------ 

12. Texe* Paid. <i«pia» in Btmoak r>....... 

13 . Losses by Hat, Storm, etc. ( Er» a* n la T«**»o» ra*»B..—...... 

14. Bad DeM*. (E.rMn b MwM F)--_----- 

15. Contributions, tlrpkto ta Bcnatah X)------- 

18. Other Deduction* Authorired by law. Clipbtatolawcaaaaapanusb»r)_...... 


(<0 - 


(»)..-.— 

17. Total Dbooction* in Items 11 ro W —.. 

18. Nbt Iwcqmi (Item 10 minus Item 171. 




\M9JL£MM£ 


It*. Esrncd Net Income (not over $20.000 1 
.*0 lee* Pcnwiul Exemption and Credit 
for Impendent'.—... 


21 Jla1anee(llejn 10 minus 20). 

22 Amount taxable at 1 (not over 

the first *4,000 of Item 31).. 

j.l Amount tasablc at 3 c /i (not over 

the second $4,000 of Item 31)_ 

at. Amount taxable at 5<7 0 (balai-cv 
..sir 8S.O0O of Item 21). .. 


COMPUTATION OF TAX 

7 


30. 

31. 


¥JC. 


32. 

' 33. 
' 31. 


2*i Normal lax (IJ*% of Item321 ... 
JlV Norms 1 Tas |3%e>f Item 23) . 

27. Normal Ta« (6'« "f Item 24). 

28. h'urlas on Item 10.... 

28a Tar i,n Kerned Net Income (total 

of lien* 25, 20. 27, and 28). 

20 Credit of 25% of Item 28a (not over 
2t% of ■* rm » <lt 42, and 43)... 


.... £« 0.4 3T, 
..../. 7.0'po‘ 

. 


Net Income (Item IS on return) . . 
bftM Dividends ((Urn I **1 

7 on return)..- 

tnUrrsi on Liberty ^ A A } 

Bondf. etc. (Item $) . .! 

iVr^uriAt KicinpUon. 

C*i\tlit for Dt ucndmU ! 

• •-1 . 

Total of Items 31, :\‘I, :ij, an.l 31 


“3.i 


tlalanec (Hem 30 minus 35). !$. 

Amount tasablc at l^j (n. t over | 

the first $1,000 of Item 38)_ j. 1 


7i 


I3S. 

—39. 
rfi .L 

40. 


liataoee (Hera 36 minus 37). < . 

Amount Usable at 3% (not over i 
the second $4,000 of Item 36).... I_ 

Amount tasablc at 5% (telame i ^ 

over $8,000 of lUm 36)..$.„...■. 


41. Normal Tax (Iof Item 37) .... 

42. Normal Tax (3% of Item 39). 

43. Normal Tax (5% of Hem 40). 

44. SurUx on Item 18 (ace Instruction 

32 as revised). 

44a. Taxon Net Income (total of Items 
41, 42, 43, and 44)... 

45. Adjustment for CapiUI (lain or Loss 

(l234%of Column9.Schedule II) 

46. ToUl 




yf. 0 .M 7 \ 


91 

01 


_ M7.SJ .79 

>UI of or difference between Items | 0 ., ft ,J 

44a and 45. 

waCreditof 25%.ofTaion Earned 


47. hem 

Net Income (Hem 29). 

48. ToU) Tax (Item 46 minus 47)_ 

49. Leas Income Tax paid at source (2% 

of Item 3a).—. 

50. Income and Profits Taxes paid to a 

foreign country or ** “ 

61. Balance of Tax ( 

Item* 49 and 50) 


.../i&m.jtjr.. 

i Taxes paid to a 1 

r U.8. posseatkui.T ... 

mm 

* 7 2 »r- 


—5 

e> 

Otr- 
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SCHEDULE A -INCOMEJTIOM BUSINESS OR PROFESSION (3c« Instructim, _ 



5 . 


Co«t or Coom Solo 

$ . 


Othck RreiNi&a Diocctions 

10. Salaries,exclusive of ••Labor,” reported on line 2, 
and compensation for your own services. 

t . . 













12. Taxes on bu^Des* and business property.. 






13. I/hwpi by fire, storm, etc. (explain in table provided 



Pin* inventory at loginning of year..... 

i. 

14. Had debt* arising from * aka.. . 




$ ... 


15. Depreciation, obsolescence, and depletion (explain 



Lea* Inventory at end of year.. 

i 

. 

15. Rent, repairs, and other expense* (ilemire V*1ow or 
on separate sheet). 



Nxr Coot or Goons Sold (Line 7 minus Line 8). 

$ 


17. Total (Lines 10 to 16. inclusive). 


1 





IS. Total Deduction* (Line 9 plus line 17).. 

$. 




19i Nrx Paorrr (Line 1 minus Lino 18) (Enter as Item 2i .. 

zv. rz 


Explanation of deductions 
on Line* 6 and IS.. 


Ex plans 
dallied 


SCHEDULE B -INCOME FROM RENTS AND ROYALTIES (Son Instruction 6) 


1. Ki*» c* Paortstv 

X Asonrf 
Bscxivto 

1 Cost 

4 Vaus as or 

Miui 1. 1*1) 

9. Dirsimnc* 

(titkA i* tail* 

M loot ol *•**> 

a Rmiu 

7. Orvtt Emmii 

(luaiiss U-tow) 

S Nit is-.nt 

(FbM at Ittnt) 


5. 


$ . 


s. 


|_ 


S ..... 


L . 


5 








































1 .'. 


1.. 



Explanation of deductions 
claimed in Column 7. 


SCHEDULE C—PROFIT FROM SALE OF REAL ESTATE, STOCKS. BONDS. ETC. (See Instruction 6) 


1. Ka» c r Ptorstrr 

1 Dats Acqcuso 

9. Anonrr Hscmtsd 

4 Dips cat no a 
nm/.m AllOW 10 

9 Coer 

a Vitrs as os 
Makc* 1. Itl) 

7. St tltQVAAT 

S Ns? Paofi? 
(EcUru lUraS) 



cm 




I.... 

I 

L . 


$. 


S - v . 































State how property 
a at acquired. 


SCHEDULE P—CAPITAL NET CAIN OR LOSS^FROMSALEOF ASSETS HELDMOREJTHAN TWO YEARS (See Instruction 6a) 


1. Koro or Ptorstrr 

X DAT* 
Acqcuxd 

X Days 

8C U> 

4. Ahoov? Rscartso 

a Ptntainos 
Pttnotur AUbVID 

a Coer 

7. Vaus AS or 
Masc* 1. 191) 

rlmioiiit 

iHtSOtSMSSTS. A»a 

Ctm*t Dmmmi 

a Kirdut cflW 

(Etur I7H% a« 

IU3 4S) 


M$. D*t Imp 

J/t. t*f Ymr 

|. . 


$ . 


l. 


1 ... 


$ . . 


$ . . 



















L,., 














Ullehcw property 
wa n acquired. 


SCHEDULE E—INTEREST ON LIBERTY BONDS AND OTHER OBLIGATIONS OR SECURITIES (Sec Instruction 8) 


1. OuJOAms os Bscvamt* 

L I XT I At FT RtCKTID 

os Aocsfia 

X Imocit Onu> 

4. Puwxm 
AMonrr 
riiwFT Fior 
Tax atk>w 

L Avocvt Owtio 

LX K 1C AAA Of 

Eunmoit 

1 IXTSIKfT OS 
Axourt nt Eicaas 
of Eimmoxi 
(Eater tslteal) 

(a) Obligations of a Bute, Territory, or political subdivision thereof, or the District of 

s. 




All. 




X X 

(1) Securities issued under Federal Farm Loan Act, or UDdersuch Act as amended... 





All. 




(c) Liberty 3)4% Bonds and other obligations of United States Issued on or before 
September 1, 1917, and obligation* of possession* of the United Btates. 





AU... 





(d) Llberfy 4% and 4)4% Bonds, Treasury 4% and 4)4% Bonds, Treasury Certifi¬ 
cate* of Indebtedness, and Treasury (nar) Savings Certificates. 





*5,000. 

* - 


$ _ . 


(«) liberty 4% and 4)4% Honda.... 





*50,000 





(/) Treasury Notes .. 





None. 






SCHEDULE F— EXPLANATION OF DEDUCTIONS CLAIMED IN ITEMS 1, II, 14, AND IS 


EXPLANATION OF DEDUCTION FOR DEPRECIATION CLAIMED IN SCHEDU LES A AND B 


1. XOTD Of PtOftlTT 

(1/ talVJluft, tUt* mstertel ot which eocutractoJ) 

X DATS AOQCXSSD 

X Xdf TrtH 

'4. PlotmilAI 

X C<*T 

X Talcs am 69 

| A moot or iumnirot CtiAsr.to Or? 

Acquit » 

Ants ACQVUIXUt 

Mites 1, I9D 

I 7. rmloui fttil I 

X ThUreftr 







$ 

| 

* 


t 

















. 1 . 









EXPLANATION OF DEDUCTION FOR LOSSES BY FIRE, STORM. ETC., CLAIMED JNSCHEDULEJt AND I N ITEM U 


1. Ecn> or Psorxtrr 

X Days Acqnssc 

X Con 

A Vaics as or 
Mum 1. 19)) 

X PriftQVAXT 
ItrtcvutiTi 

6. DtrtKXinos 
Ptinoiur Allow to 

7. Ixiruurcs am 

8 ALT AOS VALCS 

X Dsoccntus Lorn 



s. 


t.. 


$.... 


$ 


1 

r 

* 













1 . 










. 

I 



[. 

. 



AFFIDAVIT 


Irwear (or afflrm) that this return, Including the accompanying schedule* and statement* (if any), has been examined by me. and, to the best of my knowledge and belief. 
I* a true and complete return made In good faith for the taxable year a* atated, pursuant to the Revenue Act of 1924 and the Regulations Issued under authority thereof. 
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310 IT :E :RR 
CBF 

Hon. L. C. Pliipps, 

United States Senate. 

My dear Senator: 

Reference is made to your recent telephonic request for 
an extension of time to April 15, 1928, within which to file 
vour 1927 calendar vcar return, and to office letter of March 
6, 1928, granting an outright extension of time in your 
case. 

In view of your statement of March 7, 1928, that you 

wish to file a tentative return, office letter of March 6, 192S 

is herein* revoked and vou are advised that an extension of 
« * 

time to and including April 15, 1928 is hereby granted 
within which to file your completed 1927 income tax return, 
provided a tentative return is filed with the Collector of 
Internal Revenue, Denver, Colorado, on or before March 
15, 1928, and payment made of the installment of tax shown 
thereon to be due. 

Any deficiency in the amount paid as the first installment 
of tax will bear interest at the rate of one-half of one per 
cent a month from March 15, 1928. 

By a “tentative return” is meant a return on the appro¬ 
priate income tax form showing only the name and address 
of the taxpayer and the estimated amount, if any, of the 
tax due. The items and schedules shown on the form need 
not be filled in. 

A copy of this letter should be attached to the tentative 
and completed returns as authority for the extension of 
time herein granted, and a copy of same is being forwarded 
to the Collector of Internal Revenue, Denver, Colorado. 

If you desire to take up this matter with me further, con¬ 
sideration will be expedited by reference to IT :E :RR-CBF. 

Sincerely yours, 

Commissioner. 

Copv attached. 
lg-4* 
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Hon. Lawrence C. Phipps, 

United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Phipps: 

I am returning; herewith vour check for $ 
return same with carbon copy enclosed. 

Respectfully, 

Collector. 

LASsMEM. 

Enel. 


April 19-1926. 


ignature. Please 








CO 

H* 
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iwulVIPUAL IHLUlHfc I AA KClUKn 


,„r ' 
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> v 


st 


FOR NET INCOMES OF MORE THAN $5,000 
m Mr mcoms, huimw w uoont. v Mam no* i rtonssoN 01 ksxxss, ncuonc nunc 

For jC^fendar Year 1926 


Him. 



1*1*1 til I Ml I iw Tswr MM «■ m Un 


WIKI KAMI AMD AOOMU FtADO-V AXLOXVy 


c c Cj • P /i tY>/^s 
I ..UiufJt- J^ijsjLsdL. 

^ T (Itmi ia4 Makar. «r ra 


r rvil rouU) 


a.— 


_.^?.c.n.ar.e.K_.... jGj .ti 

_ tc«i»n> _ lU fttt.)_ ___ 

OP BUSINESS- //iu (i /{*tt//i (t y « /*■ /Ug) * «’QijQ / d 


(PoM «On) 



6. Were you minted And UvlMwilb biubud . . 

or wt/e on the lut day ol^yr Uitblt y serf ff 

r Uioblo y tmf ru 


of EueJaDd And 
4 . Bute hum of husband 
A Nptnh return 
Collector's oflee ' 


//’ , ft P 6. If not, were you on th« last dly of jour taxable y rdrrupportinj 

.*v.v*.t>5 .VTA £.. more perrons Using In sour household wbo at* closely rrlstM JLmT 

7. If your stilus In respect to questions 6 And 6 ching ed 

—........ during the yeir, slate dete of nfch chenge____.V_ 

*°d or wife if 7/f U //fa utility A ,/ U 8. How meny dependent persongTtoher than husband or wife) under 18 yeere os "■ 

ft ft it tit ' ' Age or locApAbte of edf ■eudbqrtlM«AUse mentally or phy sleelly defect! re were f 

to which it was sent? -..'f-i*./ ’ * l. .-hb-f—LC- receiving their chief su y£o%Qf roraS^Hj on the ust any of your taxable year!_ “ 


INCOME 



| *?8Al^ee, Wifei, Conunlidoni, etc. n^MMi»)Bl^clf«rioB^vbe^rM|T«4) - f ^^ ** * £££0* r> 

/ _$... 


4 ? 




.~.... ~CL 

lines* or Profession. (Stem SctedaU At i^/ . I ft/t f//S <{d/li£ i* 


m. Net Profit fro^tBpsi..—...... . .... .. 

/8. Intercut on Bt^Dc posits, CorporsUon Bonds, etc. (escept IntcresIfupoS wti£kin fncomg CsCoJ2% wiipild it source)........ 

/ (•) onfiTAS-froe Covcnsnt Bonds Upon Which tn Tneome ‘f'es ol 5% was Psld^Al^Source __,_ 

4. j^ItyomVTrcm Partnerships, Fiduciaries, etc. (sun s*m* sod wttnw of portortJt^Cj^^^ r 

-4*.*V “ 


. 1 1 ryrorrVu rom Partnerships, 

Ql....... 




Af. v - 


ft and RoyslOit’'ino - 

6. Profit from Bile of Heed .^date, Blocks, Bonds, etc. (Trees kMdi C yi/fastS/skf /fftj&ttCjf... I _ A.jft. ft. 3.3l. 

1. Dividends on Stock of Dooestie Corporstloos- xftZcA ..ft —.-.. 

8. Tsisble Interest on liberty Bonds, etc. (ins (Mali l)..i 


•. Other Income (Including dividends received on stock of foreign corporstloos). (S*to »»«ars «f (&«»> 

. 


(«)--- 

(c)..— 

10. Total Incows in Items 1 to •_ 

11. Interest Peld-- 1 .... 

11. Texes Paid. CliplsisteStasOolsP)- 

It. Losses by Fire, Storm, etc. OUpfc* hi TteM « jte» ». 

14. Bed Debts. (tetSsto i* ete* f>- 

15. Contributions. fiipUmin ScteWs S) 

14. Other Deductions Authorised Iu>*Law. ClipU* 

(«)... 


-..*£&£ 

\JLSl3JL3jL 


<2*1 

£b\ 


t* 




*L£1*3&L 


co\ 


.V 


4 


4 


DEDUCTIONS 




... ftT^. 4. 4^ £ 

f 


^lev. CSipUM sAmO.C 


(») 

<*) 


IT. Total Dsductions ill Rtsie 11 to 16... j —---- 

IS. Net Inc omf. (Hem 10 minus Item 17)..-... 



VJLLfLAgftt. 


\3.L 


...It. 


|« ^ 17-0 18 


M' 


COMPUTATION OF TAX (Sm fMirutiion 21 •• wrW) 


!.». I'arnct) Nri Income mot o\« r $20,000) 

.<i ] t>* rtr»ona1 lixcmjilion a id Crcdil 
for Uc-|-finknt*.. 

il. BA*»ntcf1lcm 19 mimi* 20).)$. 

11 Aiiiouiit IaxaIiIc at I >4^ (rol over | 

the' fu>t $1,000 » f Item 21).. 

il Amount lavnMc at JT, r (not over I 

t tie »frcn.il Sl.fXKI of )km 21).].. 

-M Ainouisl la.xaklc at . r » < - iblsnre I 
t*V4 « IKOW) of Item 21 >. . 


M7£. W 

9.97&M 
JiOCOOoS 
.y.oppoo 
/.37fop : 

."i Norinii! 'la\ il);*’! if 1 1 < n2J).. .(fPQ.Q .Ij 

-v. Normal Tax «:»•; A linn J.t). ! . JZQ'q.Q. 

17 . Normal Tat C3 r i of ltru*2l) ....... .. 

.*>. Mirlit on lls-ni 19.... 

'J'ii Tax * ri Taitied Net fiimmc (total 

if llemi 25, 16, 27, am] 2S)..j. . 5 
-‘•J. C’n'dil c 4 25^ ft Item 2*;i (oot ottr . 

2 r -S *4 fUi. 2S, 41. 42, and 43>. . $ 


GO. Net Income (Item 18 on return).j 

31. Less Dlviderwls (Item I ^ I 

7 on return). 

32. hitercst on L!1>ertjr 


KuiuU.itc. (lieu13). 


33. Tcr^oii&l KxniijiliuiWK.(?Af.i(^ Yl 

.34. Credit (ut l>c|icn<!ciilt.| ^. 

Ti5. Total c2 Items 31, 32. . 


n.i&ji., 


U 


tfti 




3«». UaUm c (Item 30 ir.inm 35)... ... '< i!L 

37. Amount tav0>k* at l 1 ^ f:mt over* t 

tt.c tir>t * 1,000 of Item 30;.I , 

38. Ba'ancc (lU'iu 30 n.itms G7j. < 

39. Amnur.t lixaMa at inol over ■ 

the rrcon<l 84,000 of Item 3*i' _L 

10. Amount latn»>lr at o% ilalsmt • 

over ^S.000 of Item 3<i).. 5. 

1 


fj/tjihf ‘ 
.Ji.pfjto 
Hnj&t i 


41. Normsl Tsx (i'4% of Item 37f_' 

42. Normst Tex (3% of Item 30)_f 

43. Normel Tax (6(J.or Item 40)_ ' 

41. Surtax on Item Id (<co Ins'tucli .i 

22 as revired)..___ 

41a Tat on Net locoinc (total of li> in< 

41. 42, 43, Am! 41) .. 

15. Adjustment fer Capital Cain or !.■• - 
(I2)i'.c0f Cotiunn 9. Bchcdutf I), 
40. Total of or ililTrrcnce Ix-tWccn 11, mr 
44a and 15.—.... 

17. Leas Credit of 25%ofTis« n 1 'r, r: \ 

Net lucouie (Item 29;... 

18. Total Tax (Item 40 minui IT). 

49. I.c.m Income Tax |o:d at -> >:nv (2*., 

of Item (Li*. 

50. Inroino a' *t lh,»tit.< I axi-x pai i tn 

foreign c mil I rv„r I...4. 

51. Ita1ar.ro ix Tax lIWj i 18 luini.j 

Itr-nn 19 arid f0. 


...looc 

/*oov 

isottyt 

1&MU* 

f 1**11 

ftfotSft 7 

4Uf 

/o$oi5 





















































313 


raOFESSiqn(SeeJFnstriftt; ]a*, 


Lusu.fi 


it 


tisi birr# tees).. 


>r Qoony *v>iv 


Omni liCSlKESa l>EDrCTIO*H 

10. S*!arloi,cifof “Labor,” reported on line 2, 

arid compensation for your own service*... 

11. Interest on business Indebtedness t.» others. 


«for tale.. .. jj 12. Tain on ar.«t liU'inrsi projertv. 

1.1. Looses t*v fire, storm, etc. (explain in tsble provided 


bclotr on separate elite!) 
/ at beginning of year.. 


riL (Lines 2 to 6, Inclusive)... A.....I_ \ 


ntory at end of year... 

>3T or Goods Sold (Line 7 minus Line 8)..... 


.[' therefor at foot of page). 

...)—.1 11. Rad debts arising from tales. . 

t 15. Depreciation, obsolescence, and depletion (explai t 

in table provided therefor at foot of page). 

10. Rent, repays, and otlwr expenws (itemize be loir or 
on aiparato sheet)... 


I 


17. Total (Lines 10 to 16, inclusive). 

IS. Total Dcccctiona (Line 9 plus line 17).. 

19. N>t IVorrr (f.lr.e 1 minus l ire IS) (Enter as Item 2). 


. 


Explanation of deduction, 
claimed on Line* & and 10 . 


SCHEDULE_B-INCOME FROM RENTS AN D R OYALTIES (See Instruction 5) 


1. Knn> or Faon arr 

1. Avorwt 

IT Util ID 

L Con 

4. Vairs a• or 
Mart 1, HU 

Dirtmui f 

ir.}i»A l« tat’.A 

At 1*4 f 1 |*|1 

1 Rtrmi 

(ItcalM Ukmi 

t Nr? Kiont 
(EBdrtilUta!) 


5. 


| 


*. 




v. 


. I 


$.... 




























1 














! 1 





Explanation of deduction, 
cUicncd in Column 7. 


SCHEDULE C-PROFIT FROMSALE OF REAL ESTATE. STOCKS. BONDS. F.TC. (3co In.tnjction 0) 


1 Slid or FBoraarr 

2. Dm ACQITBIO 

1 >. Avorn RutiTtD 

4 DrrtcntrioN 
riintJUlf ALLOVIV 

A Con 

6 Vuri t« or 
Ma il l. 19X1 

7 5v»»rVa*f 
l«r»oiu>NTi 

1 Ntt Fiorn 

difiUlU lUfa 6) 


1 

i 



$ 


L . 


L 





. | 

1 ' "1. 1 






...i 







1 1 1 




i 




1 




Slabs how property 
waa acquired.. 


SCHEDULE D - CAPITAL NET GAIN OR LOSS FROM SAI F. OF ASSF.TS HELD MORE ' tIAN TWO YF.ARS (Sc* lr.«t ruction <Wt 


1. Kt>D or Pimm 

r Divt 
Af^aiio 

a ruts 

Am 

« Atomt Rkiiho 

S |i»ruimtx>* 
riMMdal ALLOWED 

< Con 

i 


Uo. Iff IVa* 

1/0. ter IV*r 

] 







« 

* ... 1. 

* . i.... 

i 


Vat* a* <>• 

Mu>i L l»tl 


- » v' a -»r 
l«u< a min*. iat> 
ftririi l»M’ur 


* . 


S • » llttl I < M 

it n«/i u 

_I /«. 


ltd 


SCHEDULE E—INTEREST ON LIBERTY_BONDS AND OTHER OBLIGATION S O R SECURITIES (Soo Inrtruc^on S) 


L Osuotnows os ftcrsmt* 

A Itnrsirr Rbcihid 

OS A(X SL ID 

A A uouri Omo 

4. Fuwdu 
AWOVBT 

Eiikm Fsom 
T ixtnoa 

A Avoewr Ovjtbd 
li Excess or 
EKtwmou 

A Ixttitn 04 

IVOCFYIN EXCESS 

or numoK» 
(EttAIUlUOl) 

w 

(a) Obligation! of a State, Territory, or political subdi vision thereof, ortho District cf 

L . 

i 

$.. .. 


All. 










All. 





(<) Liberty 3H% Bonds and other obligations of Cnited States Issued on or before 





All. 




a x 

(i) Liberty 4% And 4W% Bonds, Treasury 4"% and 4H% Bonds, Treasury Certlfl- 





15,000 . . 

$. 


$. 

(e) Liberty 4% and Bonds.. 





$50,000 ... 





(/> Treasury Note*. . 





None. . 

1 


I 



SCHEDULE F—EXPLANATION OF DEDUCTIONS CLAIMED IN ITEMS I, 12. 14, AND IS 


EXPLANA TIONjOF DEDUCTION FOR DE PRECIATIO N CLA IMEDJN SCHEDULES^A AND B 


1. Kwo or 

3. I)at* Acqcxixo 

A Ao* *>u 

4. FtoyiAti* I fit 

A Con 

A Van * as or 

[**Awonrr or Dutmnov Cbaloed Orr 

(If LtuVllfii*. iU’4 msUciJ of w fcxb con*tnx t*i) 

AC9VD.au 

Artat Acg'.iAt* i vi 

Mixer l. Mil 

| 7. rnrkQintrt | 

| » xa it w 





i . 


i . 




r " 















.1. 

1.1. i 









EXPLANATION OF DEDUCTION FOR LOSSE S B Y FIR E, ST OR M. ET C.. CLAIMED IN SCHEDULE A AND IN ITEM » 


v Kon> or Fbozibtt 

A Dan AOQcraxo 

l. Cat 

4. Vain as or 
Mates i. im 

A ftriaiQcisr 
IwraoiaMaxrs 

A Dimamox 

Fax not sat Auowid 

1 7. iMtnaani tso 
bmot Vails 

A Dtwriu Lobs 



*. 


*.. 


. 


s . 

1 



,. 













I 














. 




AFFIDAVIT 

I .swear (or afflrml that thla return, including the accompanying tchedulca and (tatemcuL, (if any), has been examineJ by me, and, to tho beat of my knowledge and belief. 
Is a true and complete return made in good faith for the taxable year a, »la tod, pursuant to tho Revenue Act of 1921 and the Regulation, iaeuoJ under authority Thereof. 



















































































Item 2 


Lt»nd i* ; acd for f> n r.i r tf . 

I ncordr lV'fU K-Jp crOj-t), etc. 
£.v.pe r «ee- 

Tixt-o, City Sc Count, Denver 
..ftt r rent for year 
Seed, alfxifetc. 


Tot 1 i F<f<enooe 
.Net w>3n 


544.74 

we.oo 

iSUAi 


58044 





a-r. 
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Ite« ■''(-) 

nss 


.t, contiuu* n 


0:, Sor.c .n co.vt.‘.lni. i, T > a Fm. Cow.. _ivt 

Jnil. 39 The Cub* Co. - bei.ei.turea 
Focy.f: Norfolk .nd southern iy. Co. - Donee 

r«- r_ 15 Uni tec. St -.tee it el '-orj.. 6?-£3 /r.io; D- 
" J8 Denver TruMnny l* nain?l Cf_>. johi.s 
» iuy 1 Dr.il.eO Stiteb l\—:l Cjrj.. -’0 —10 yr. lm<-: 
ii \/ir£iu*n h«ilw..y C>. -ones 

26 C'jDi. Railroad Co. "on-is 

June i C.rulin' Ciinehfleld <• Ohio Jo. .onus 
1 United St t'-h Steel dory. 5*-50 yr. tend! 
July 10 Protue-c Steel C r Co. - _or,r.r 

10 Cub" Co™; ...ny - Debenture 
Au^. 1 Uorfolc i Southern Ry. Co. - Eonc.b 
Seyt.lJ Denver Tr*in*ivy Xer.i.i.v-i “o. - r-*nde 
Orb.I United St.ten St'el "ory. Sf-EO >r. -or.du 
Nov.3 Virti.'.i'n hnilvny Co. - Dcuc.k 

S Unitec St: tee Steel Dory. 10-60 yr. So 

3 Cub* h&ilroad Co. - oonut 
Dcc.l Carolina Clincnlif.ld ^ Ohio R.R.Cu. - Do.'.<. 
1 United St* tes Steel Cory. 5!f-S0 yr. uo.ndb 


• 250 co 


'SO Ou 
■’SO 0 • 
250 00 
2£C 00 
"‘0 30 


cif..rc ! 
? r sc oo | 

3 7£0 00 ! 

1 -SO 00 I 
.50 CO i 

7 .. •** oo i 
e :c. o' 

£50 00 
£ 0',"' X ! 
_J7t 00 | 
r-d “ 1 £ SO ^ 
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i 


L« C- P^lpue _ 13?5 I acorn* Jinx 


Item 5. 





1935 

Seats an- 

Royalties 


1 





1 

Kind of 

Property 

iiume of Building 

A riount 
of Rent 

| 

Otht f 

Expense 

Pittsburgh,?*. 

(Real Kotatc Oo.-Agents) 



j 

Tenamsnt «nd 
?o»er-Srick 

Scott Place 

t 4 658 

$ 3 750 25 

$ 236 F J! 

Sto re-erick 

Third Avenue 

S 404 36 

S16 63 

1 

7 83 i 

j 

Stores end 

FI ate-drick 

5900-2-4 Penn Avenue 

7 cv 4 gf 

4 516 39 

2«! 

Storee and 
Fla.te-£rick 

5906-6-10 Pens Avenue 

S 649 79 

? 976 70 

] 

515 46i 

Denver-Small 
Brick. House 

Richardson Property 

120 00 


95 001 


Totals 

9 

$13 365 65 

$ 3 660 08!^ 


note - cost oi' o ruinary repuira, running expeneca -nd 
cotuiui seione are ceductod oy agents before remitting. • 

! 

1 

1 

Total renti Ip received 

Taxes Paid If 15? 65 

Otter expenses 1 660 06 

Totytil expenses 

$34 547 51 

IS 8f? 

i 

1 

1 

i 

| 

Grtert i^one 

Depreciation (see attached sheet) 
fi'et Income 

10 725 68 

$ 3 991 18/ 

— 



i 


i 
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Item 5 


1 vj ,< 


L. C. F Mcl.6 1925 I ncom e_T a* 


h»; lon%;.ina of >mr ,V T.wnr_(Ae.rrri.iti^n', 


Kind of 

Property 

fear Ac- 
^uired 

Scott Place 
?ltteburgh,Pa.. 
Brice Binge. 

1910 

and 

1921 

Third Avenue 
?itteburgh,p6. 
Brick Stores 

1910 

5900-2-4 Penn A' 
PitteUir 6 h,Pi.. 
Brice Stores 

e. 

1913 

59O6-6-10Penn t.\ 
Pitt court, h,Fa. 
Brick Stores 

«* 

1910 

> 



Coat of 
Property 


$100,000.00 
including 
real eet’’te 
Apprd ned 
valuation of 
Buildings 
$14,600. 

$55,000.00 

including 

red eet>te 

Ap^rdned 

vrlu'.tloo of 

Building 

$10,000.00 

$157,728.76 

including 

real estate 

Appraised 

Valuation of 

Buildings 

$25,000.00 

$245,000.00 
inducing 
red est-ite 
Appraised 
valuation of 
2uiIding 
$6,250.00 


Rate 

Depreciation Chr r«-«d Off 


Previouo Years 

This Year 



3 * 


3? 


$436.00 


300.00 


750.00 


247. !=c 


$435jOO 


300.00 


750..DO 


147.f( 


vr 


?! 73f 60 


$177250 1 
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S3 


u. C . Phi,. t b PIP Income T.x 


I teu £ 

C;:.itcl G-ine. Schedule D. 



Oct.24,3325 
»ov. 15,2317 

f.tceiveo far 7 2 SO, COG Second ..iborty _o'.n bonds i 
c .-.io c.ich for *.oove bonce 

250,''65.6? 

2 5C.0C3.CC 



Shofciiifc u profit in this transaction of 


$ 365.67 

Gct.;4,!02S 

ha/-'Ue.-3318 

Received for $150,COO Third Libert/ Loen -once 
PUo c'Jta for above bones 

253,52?.22 
3SO.OCO.OO 



Shoaiiit » profit, in this- transaction of 


1,526.22 

Oct.14,1325 
0ct.;3?6 - 

Received for $200,000 Fourth oitert, Loan fionde 
Paid cssa for above bonds 

204,362.50 



Showi% e profit in this transaction of 


4,262.50 

iLty *,3925 

Received for $6,000 U.S.Steel Corp.10-60 year 

S.F.conde called tor peyaent 

bands purchasco prior to K«r.i,i3]3. 

Vslue «iir.A,l<513,6 bonds <■ $2,002-50 

6,600.00 

6.035.00 



Shoeing, s profit in this transaction of 


585.00 

Jsny.25,1325 
July 133G - 
•\ov.:?u 

Denver National Bank - 3tool 

Solo 334 shares of stoex for 

Cost of above shures 

Siiosir% l profit in this transaction of 

45,155.72 

5,270.72 


hi chard eon Proj erty-hebi r state Sules-Frofit 


25,534.76 


(See ettsched sheets) 




Total Cspitel Osins 


56,??6.77 


/ 
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f* o* Cfc €*• -'J W frf 'O -g (4 


4 ■ 1 f 

4 ‘.V L 


... c. r tJ* j_c 


!??£ Income 1-i, 


Hich-ifci-on Fro. .erty iSec > tl. ciieu »,i-t ) 


Tne ,roi.ert/ we ,.urch-red frni> V'.y 11 , ’ 52 ' tc Fety. 14 th, 21 J 7 , 
>-t - VMa initial cost of $E’,? 6 S. 7 h. In 3024 , certain i^i rov«v::ent 8 
were :*.:ae with >• view of sub-vividithe r ro/erty into wott. Wcter 
it. ino, sewer • r.o lints were Arid, ond P„rc 6 Street -j:d Vine htVott 

-tit &i«noci y-.. The coot of tuii. development mounted to 4 l?,'‘« 5 . 54 . 
This ocvtio.ed portion corner!set 4 / 7 tht of the tot- j. >.rn< Owned, • nd is 
but>-oivided into 140 lots of £ 5 ' lronte^e. 


The initial cost of thii tri ct ie therefore 4/7ti»e of the 
initio cost, or $f£,?47.'»«*'' 

Fed in.j. rove.uents £J f °* ) f,.*>4 / 

Tottw cost of euh-divioed section- vfS,?4S. ,; ‘C , 


tost ±,er lot = SJ,? 46.50 + 140 = 


'fciy-s 


Foilo»;n> is recorc of s».iee durir 


iot.t . urch'-ter 


eot Nos. 


.'*. Siivl'frotb 
loree.y 

settl'd •>O t «Tt 
GOtte.wO-V. n lehr.• c- 
L. r*itt.'li 
... L. he*C 
C. S. hi.ton 
Lor • Lrutse 

Je-.t. . c;. v lw 


Gocdce 


t. G. Si .i<son 
Francis durjter 


»24-£3,59-60 . no 
So.i £7 £U.I 
#27-25,54-56,end 
l.'o.j, 57 Li/.I 
JO-52 81k.I 
Cor.Hr ce d Jrd * 




Net Profit etlee to Vl/J -6 


y 
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It.era 7 
1326 


Pi vloenda 


Jany.i United States Steel Common 
" 1 Fi -»t National Same 

" i FI ,st Industrial bank 

" 7 International Truet Co. 

" 7 Denver National ban* 

" 14 Western Securities Investment Co. Pref. 

" 16 mountain Stutec Telephone & 7 ele.gr-iyh Co. 

" 16 Citrus belt Securities Investment Co. 

" 23 Usrticon t.nJU*-r Refractories Co.-Pref. 

Feby.2 iiarbison Rslker itefrectories Co.-Cora. 

2 CuC« Corn,-any-F ref. 

I Nevada California Electric Cor,,. Pref. 

5 Western Sccuritlee Investment Co.-Com. 

16 Hudnon »nu htinhnttsn Railroad Co.-?ref. 

24 Otic Hills oonl Co. 

2e Uni too St‘tee Steel Cor?.-Pref. 

Mar. 2 Hartison Walker Refractories Co.-Cons. 
k- r T. 1 United States Steel v<or>. Cora. 

10 Inte rn<-.tion!.l Trust Co. 

10 Western Securitiec Investment Co.Frtf. 

10 First Industrial Sonic 
10 First Notional Sank 

IS bountnin States Telephone and Telefra^n Co. 
rary 1 Nevada CT-iilorni- Electric Cor?. Pref. 

1 Horcison Walter Refrectoriew Co. Pref. 

£9 United States Steel Cor?. Pref. 

June 1 Hu<Toon ••nd nianhcttsn Railroad Co. Cora. 

1 K"r6ison talker Refractories Co.Coo. 

July 1 Firct Industrial Dank 

. 10 United States Steel Cor*,. Cora. 

10 First National bi-nk 
10 International Trubt Co. 

10 Western Securitiec Inveetraent Co. Pref. 

21 H~rbieon Welker Refractories Co. Pref. 

21 ilountnin States Telephone Sc Telegraph Co. 

Aur. i. hevrea Californio Electric Corp.?ref. 

5 Cuts Cooi,' , ny,PreI. 

15 Hudson snd Manhattan R&ilroaa Co. Pref. 

30 United St< tee Steel Cor?. Pref. 

30 Cletoume Realty Cor*,. 

Se^t.3 Hsrbison Walker Refractories Co.Cora. 

30 United States Steol Cory.Com. 

Jet. 2 First National Rank 

2 International Truet Co. 

7 Western Securities Investment Co.Pref. 

/12 Denver Tram«»ay Cor; .Pref. 

16 fountain St< tee Telephone and Teie<.rt?h Co. 

22 Hartison i-.lkcr Relrcctoriec Co.?ref. 

22 Firet Inaustrial Bank 

Nov. 2 Nevtdt California. Electric Cor?.?r«f. 

3C United States Steel Cor?. Pref. 

Dec. 1 Hudson ad iitnhrtt-n .-.silroad Co.Com. 

3 Hart iron Walker Kefr»ctoritf Co.Cora. 

Tot;.l 



52,500 00 
1 020 00 
130 SO 
649 00 
804 00 
350 00 

4 221 00 
264 00 
375 00 

1 876 00 
360 00 
39 726 00 
626 00 
360 00 
II 440 00 

5 750 00 
1 407 00 

52 SCO 00 

405 00 
350 00 
150 50 

1 320 00 
4 221 00 
3 ? 725 00 
576 00 
8 760 00 
1 962 50 
1 976 00 
130 SO 
62 500 00 
1 920 00 

406 X 
•60 00 
375 00 

4 221 00 
39 725 X 
360 X 
350 00 

6 7S0 X 
17 SX X 

1 S 7 S 00 
52 500 X 
1 020 00 
405 X 
ISO X 
1 366 25 
4 221 X 
375 X 
IX X 
39 725 X 
3 750 00 
1 962 50 

;..r.s.po / 

481 9S1 25 r 
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Obligation* 


Taxable Into mt-Liberty moan _-onf a 


or 

Securitica 


Moffat Tunnel bond* 

C 1'j.St'te ai^uney .-ondj. 

City * Co.bmver Mater oonon 
" " " " School condtfl 

Feberni L-’nr '-uric Bond a 
lat liberty Loun Bonds 3)’a 
|£nd " - " 4i ? s 

vSrd " " " " 

Itth " " " 


Interest 

Meceivnd 


•'SO 00 
S00 00 
000 00 
500 00 

JUU2. 


II if 


«i8 oo 

828 05 
388 54 
7 Be 40 


Amount 

Owned 


Principal 
/.mount 
~ t 
from 

Tf.x.-tlor. 


250 000 00 
1£0 Cor 00 
200 000 00 
100 C C 
for. onp poll _ 


800 0)0 00 

:sc occ oo 

ISO 00 f ' oo 
700 oro 00 


All 


55,OCC 


''.writ 
owned in 
of 

exem ti >ns 


>‘.h i. \\ A A 
A A1 X A A X A 
XXA AXa AA 
/.a A A AA AA 

aaa XXX \X 
• A A X AX A a 

ISO c.o • oc 
OE 00" 00 
300 O'" 00 


In*.-r- t on 
'mount 

in ►•ac* • *. o|T 

OAUi'.- tiv .'If., | 


A X X A A /• A 
A A A A A A « 
a A A X X /• A 
XX XXA AA 

/x xxx ax 

AX AAA AA 
C QC 

4 fO 

ij- •yf* W 


87 800 c®4: 


2. IOC OCO 00 


£45 OOC' 00 


22 9)5 14 ’ 


Note - liy entire holcii. a of Liberty Lo 'n ’.ones of the Second end xhir. I r? u -c, 
and $300,000 face value of boner of tee fourth If me -ere cacL' n^ed for 
Sonde of the Nevfid* California -.1 c ric Coipor.tion »r of Oct. 14 th, 

1925* Interact on the Second leeue, (coupons due Vi.y 15 V >ov. is) 
therefore includes? the payment receive) cn Y-.y 15, .*nd the ••mount re¬ 
ceived for period fren cry 15, to Oct. 14th. 

Intorcct on the Third Ircue (cou,.one due Mar. 15 * Srpt. 15) includes 
the amounte received on these tifi pj.u* int-r t from Sept. 15th 

to Oct ICAi.. 

Interest on the fourth lenue (cou. on* . ue Apr. 15 * ncl Oct. 15 ) include* 
interest received Apr. )5th on the totrl holdings. of $."00,000, and balance 
represents intercut received on $100,001 on OcU )5, and internet received 
on $300,000 for period from Apr. IS to Oct. 14. 

The Wadle interest on the -.mount of Third Liberty Loan bonds in e/cere 
of tLe exemptiona In prorated to the rmount •ctualiy tec- ived, tcir^ 
95/150'e of the amount of interert. 





















































I 


L» C, Inooroe T»jl_ 


I tea 3 (?) 

| 

i 

i 

Fourth Avenue .".e'.lty Co. 

j 

»!ir.ii 925 heceivcd &»1« of property - i,£SC.OJ-7^6 t*x> ble 

05.75 ! 

£ec.l6,13?5 " " " " " 1, 666 . 70 - 7 Jf " 



£’6.75 i 






a-,7 


j 

i 
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r 



-j. U. .-n i;.;s _nco&t _f \ * 


Itei 32 

deductions - Tnxes FV.id 


3 32S 



20 

.Vint-r»i w ount/, Coior.do-Yc r , -ri-rc i cef t»: 

‘P*. 

Feb/.IS 

vity tnci Count/ denver-ict H-..:' i act te «• ?cr-or 

• £! 76 

ii-.r. 6 

City of Sent'. IVonic.jC *i i irni:-i'‘£6 «ity 

7 0.£f 

• r ic 

-v. 

COi» .'n^ef. t, G- .ifdrni ,-fnd .!• if ’*>24 he a tut te 

47S.v?-' 


District of CoA'..sti-.-£nu H»af I'iS-ftc.* Lpt-.te 

S’S.O'*-' 

J'-iy £0 

City i Count/ Cenver-dnd iMf ’'d4 i»ec± *.8t tc lYr.un . 


ixov. ’0 

_os ‘n £*k>r f C* i lloroi ‘.-ii l ..it .a ’it te 

■j^r $"> s 

tiov. 36 

dieirict of Coiu .ui .-A't ri;if ■*-he ..a Srt'te 

3FJ7.S* ✓ 


T- Att, on viu'c due e, etc. 

4S4.F5 -e 


Custoics uut/ ro/tr.ntr. 



Tot»i deduction 

•.?,*o£.:s / 


&LJ * 1 
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t c b«ut. 


Tiv'*r * it . y. _C■ j. -. .u* «: 

4 -O 0 

bOiitttl- i con :1 til v ■>: v lut of 

.ort t.«-i t«rn iorain.i Ky.C*.. ruducec to 
,o. cation »y court orricr t v tio.i ol 

w00»int, t j.o;t in tiiit tr-ns:ction of 

Lc f.v«;r > I’ c curi ti • :. 

vi'i^in.tu wO .n 

wi-tt r rov«t;<-t» fu>l c _i«i of coli.tei'i ,</f£ 
£ito..inj, .oys in tai: tr‘ at «ti-.n of 
Ic.iv er h -.ii>.. y Lircnri t ii-i, Co . -Syiu i ic t e 
uri t in:.i oo - n 

-etst c.ri. rcvcivto froa t i.<. ol ittvU. by 
inj.'in oct.?, ■;";££ 

bnsyint ■ ioar in tint- tr .ntv.tion of 

o : rrett y b: llto un.I nc. Lo- n 
rii 

uri^iiici lovn 
uctt y ..yiwnte to cute 
* ni >; ort<Sj < : otoui'Oi! by oi ;u ■nr 


7 ,fCC.0C 


•o ;nnt >t* *r vloru. Ibctc* utbtu .i« 

UOk wtttl&i.rf.C f» t* ..OCO. ^ -» 

tu«.T<:.it t'.e i.<ur in t'r.Ii tri a? cti .. ir t^\ 
u. •*. frwti jic <-t 'i - 


*•<,500.0 


7 c ~ 

E,0'0. 


7,540.0 

f-DfC.* 


.1*776*1 


s,X)7.'>: 




t,q> * : ct - n- 

i ~o*jn 


ivo a *-/Ai*rjt 6 to o u - :j c j:u iot.rt*o 


vino u*. rc» - w 7* r. 


o Jo 
















C.. C. Phi 1 ,:2£ l ac'i<"f T : x 


Item 3 5 


— •* 

Don-xiout tk' Ch • rltJes-Deouctible 


i 

j 

i 

i 

July. 7 

D 

1752 

2t. Johns C'.thedr-l /0 . . 1 ft * 

4'W._'V« 

1 

i 

7 

•J 

895 

Liylor'-tion "oclety 

130.30 — 

1 

1 


N 

804 

Crenie.il ,>»n. of America /, 

200.00 

i 


K 

e?s 

f.'nshine,ton vi-er- Co. ou-r.nt/ Fund 

!0£*00 

i 

ie 

** 

0 

1759 

Denver 'Jni verr.ity - Voeburfci. 0cci.urn6l.i-- 

: 5o.or< 


20 

!<C 

$ 

5£?9 

009 

St. Johns Cstteur:-! , . 

in'u^ur 1 6-.ll Com.- i ttec 

/ 45.10 

7 ic-o.oo— 

1 

i 

25 

A* 

1745 

eity Teiui-le Institutional Cociety 

C ** A '■-A 
d V •ft 1 ' 


IS 

e< 

312 

Y. *• C. ? A|f- enin^ton 

ICO.0-0 


50 

kc 

5515 

Ueor e e i.■ shii.gt.on Cniverait-y .-.ot;-i t• 1 _ ' 

vO.r'r 

i 

21 

N 

915 

Inr.ut,ur-i t'ii (Bca) 

Joint Fjn.--.'iCo Comm. KM--*— 3C® 

Ir-.volvrt Aid Society * 

2X.0C — 

i 

Feby. 5 

;j 

?2G 

ICC .00— 



M 

At 

321 

25.00 

1 


K 

322 

*aflun£ton Oyer:. Co. 

•.no 

- '-t • • » 



F 

5857 

Denver Tourist cure .u 

250.00 


7 

F 

2858 

St. James Church 

250.(.m 

i 

12 

Fa 

’043 

Y. ft-.. C. A. u*-xt-iiceviule e-rriich 

’•jC_r»o 

i 

18 

c 

5955 

Hi«,hl unoer coyt Irjc. 

* 20.0c 

| 

*er. 17 

kc 

3441 

St. Johns Cothecri!-1 

100.00 

i 

i 

May 14 

F 

"A" 

American „<? 6 lcn tndoMnent Fund 

2500.00 

i 

14 

KC 

5570 

Donver Art huseuir. 

100.X 

; 

20 

Fn 

1054 

Sititl\boni;n I net) tution, tn..Sch , .uu D.'-fc.iin Coll. 

2500.00 

i 

i 

June 2 

ac 

5804 

Denver hurlc 1 ecu Aeon. 

25.X 

i 

1 

V 

V* 

KC 

2SC9 

nation*} Tuborculosi i Afci«. 

e 

i 

5 

liC 

5610 

American Society oi Poiitic.'i -I- Social Science 

5.00 

i 

* 

:.c 

5611 

Child »eli'*ij-e Society 

50.X 

i 

8 

wc 

5620 

St. Johns cathedral 

100.00 


July 13 

F 

5715 

State Historical Society 

250.00 

j 

25 

NC 

5725 

St. Jo line Cathedral 

'00.00 

i 

^vc.-U 


5765 

Policemans Belief F u nd c Tsehirvton, D. C 

10.00 

i 

i 

15 

ac 

5773 

Red Cross Courier 

E .00 


IS 

ac 

3774 

St. Johns Cathedral 

45.00 

1 

1 

Sei-t.17 

D 

**c * 

Civic Le-fcue 

200.00 


17 

D 

*»U ** 

Childrens IloCy-itsl 

200.00 


17 

0 

t*c ** 

Chi iorenr Kociitul 

200.03 


19 

F 

"K" 

Hampton »ucite£ec Institute 

4 "»A A/a 

.V> . • ' 

! 

Of 

O.V 

Z 

«K" 

Civic Syrt.-hony Soc i ety 

600.00 

i 

1 

25 

KC 

5540 

St. Johns catatar: a 

100.ee 

j 

Oct. 10 

KC 

5861 

Tr veiert Aid Society 

25.00 

i 

15 

N 


K;tiooal Assn, for Advancement of C-ioroc T co,..t 

10c.oc 

■ 

15 

Fs 

105 7 

i’ittsturfcu A-San. for l* r . of the Poor 

25U.X 

| 

Gov. 5 

KC 

5903 

•tehi n^toti u; er>- Co. 

250.00 

i 

ie 

C 


Lo*ry Foot Belief Fund 

150.00 


25 

C 


Spsni sh Axierici-n • or *tter>no 

50 .X 


50 

:;c 

5360 

St. Johns Cetherirsl 



/ 



Ca rri i*o forv-rd 

116IC.00 / 


y 





1 


rt-$jO 


I 
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2v0 


tern 15 -ontinued- 





Brought forward 

3151C.0C 

!- 5 

h'C 

5972 

Waohi%ton •‘uterculoeia roan. 

30.X 

5 

F 

5925 

Denver •>o«eno Prase Club-fcenel'it 

300.00 

7 

U 

946 

Chilcrene Hoeyitai 

3X.X 

10 

K 

1000 

i-gy r t Exploration Society 

’X.00. 

10 

N 

1001 

Sewient. Church Inotitute 

1C0.X 

10 

N 

1X2 

Siuvatlon Array 

300.X 

10 

Fa 

ICS 7 

Fittet'jr&n Aeon, for Inpr. of the Poor 

25C.X 

10 

D 

3795 

St. Johne Cathedral 

10X.X 

10 

F 

5952 

Denver Como.unity “best 

30X0 .X 

10 

NC 

5991 

Coluehib Poll technic Inet. for the olind 

2.X 

11 

Ftt 

1055 

Western Penney* Vania uospit-il 

1XX.00 

14 

0 

17?6 

St. Sernafcee uhurch 

soc.ce 

14 

a 

1X4 

Yount Women’6 Chrieti i.zi Aecn. 

30c.ee 

17 

F 

5942 

oomene Overseas Service utetue 

50.X 

18 

bC 

4010 

United *orlcere for the Blind 

1.20 

18 

DC 

4013 

bivy ue of the li.E. 

5.X 




Denver University - Bonde 

100X.00 

3th 



Haverford School - Sonde 

3X0.00 










LAWRENCE C. PHIPPS VS. GUY T. HELVERING. 


211 


329 March 10, 1928. 

IT :E :RR 
CBF 

Hon. L. C. Phipps, 

United States Senate. 

Mv dear Senator: 

Reference is made to your recent telephonic request for 
an extension of time to April 15, 1928, within which to file 
your 1927 calendar year return, and to office letter of 
March 6, 1928, granting an outright extension of time in 
your case. 

In view of your statement of March 7, 1928, that you 
wish to file a tentative return, office letter of March 6, 1928 
is hereby revoked and you are advised that an extension of 
time to and including April 15, 1928 is hereby granted 
within which to file your completed 1927 income tax re¬ 
turn, provided a tentative return is filed with the Collector 
of Internal Revenue, Denver, Colorado, on or before 
March 15, 1928, and payment made of the installment of 
tax shown thereon to be due. 

Any deficiency in the amount paid as the first installment 
of tax will bear interest at the rate of one-half of one per 
cent a month from March 15,1928. 

By a “tentative return” is meant a return on the appro¬ 
priate income tax form showing only the name and address 
of the taxpayer and the estimated amount, if any, of the 
tax due. The items and schedules shown on the form need 
not be filled in. 

A copy of this letter should be attached to the tentative 
and completed returns as authority for the extension of 
time herein granted, and a copy of same is being forwarded 
to the Collector of Internal Revenue, Denver, Colorado. 

If you desire to take up this matter with me further, con¬ 
sideration will be expedited by reference to IT :E :RR-CBF. 

Sincerelv vours, 

(Signed) D. H. BLAIR 

Commissioner. 

Copy attached. 
lir-4 
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330 April 14, 1928. 

IT :E:RR 
LE 

Hon. Lawrence C. Phipps, 

United States Senate. 

My dear Senator: 

Reference is made to your recent request for a further 
extension of time within which to file vour return of income 
for the calendar year 1927. It is noted that an extension of 
time to April 15, 1928, has been previously granted. 

A further extension of time to May 15, 1928, is hereby 
granted within which the above-mentioned return may be 
filed. Any deficiency in the amount paid as the first install¬ 
ment of tax will bear interest at the rate of six per cent per 
annum from March 15, 1928. 

A copy of this letter should be attached to the completed 
return as authority for the extension of time herein 
granted. 

If you desire to take this matter up with me further, con¬ 
sideration will be expedited by reference to IT:E:RR:LE. 

Very truly yours, 

(Signed) II. F. MIRES 

Acting Commissioner. 


ab-4 



form 1010 

IT. 8 iNymje.ll. Revenue 
(A uditof'a Stlinf) 


i J!» 


INDIVIDUAL'INCOME TAX RETURN 

FOR NET INCOMES FROM SAURIES OR WAGES OF MORE THAN $5,000 

OR INCOMES, REGARDLESS OF AMOUNT, FROM BUjINlSS, PROFESSION, RENTS. OR SALE OF PROPERTY 

For Calendar Year 1927 

Pic Tbi* R*tva Wfck tHe CbBkIm »f lottml Riwbu* Im Y«f Dutrirt m m Mf Mirth IS, 1S2I 
(PRINT NAME AND ADDRESS PLAINLY BELOW) 

H o n JL.a h/ r<?. n < < O, P h i h r? .9 .j* * 

(Nwi) 1 1 


Do Not Wnl. in These Spices 


MAR 




- jA^~- . S.k.Q .. Hlff. h Sr tee -V... __j2* . 

fr * I (Sir**t %t» ! cutr.ltfr.ef rural rmut«) 

Vr * ^.; . r.&x. . ID ..«.*» v ex.... 

«L ^ ’ ......... . J (Poacrtte) (Coaatj) (Mil) 

j y '• -« .1 _ Otay fion, Prtlttiiw, or BwFisme.—J. hi,f.<ijC .1...^1jQitie..A....vl.R.n.n '!LB.V!. 

L, Art you4 ciUuxCoarMiliul ■ i. . 6. Were you married and living with hustand 

of the united States? ....I.*/ V V..... or wife on the Ik- l day of your laieble yearf 


c. *lct< i t M.O. C«rt. ot l~L 


Flrrt PtjiiMnt 

,;2H'0 


SL Tf you filed a trlura/ar>. / __ f\ § 

to whet Collector** office wii it rent? . jDAnPftCfCro/o 
3. i'Hl tbb fttfoInt-xeUma. — ... j/ 

of husband and wife? .... Vf .O .... 


6. Were you married end living with husband 

or wife on the last 'lay of your taxable yearf ... 

ft. If not, were you on the last day of your taiable year supporting one or 

more person* living in vour household who are eloeely related to jrouf. 

7. If vour status in reapect to questions ft and ft changed 

during the year, state date and nature of change... 


4. State.name of .busbasuler.vtifc if fees} A|hrf<tf4t ft Pk'ibbS * How many dependent persons (other than husband or wife) under 18 years of 
a separat e retu rn waa made and I'.c Vs. . . o . •/ 9 age or incapable of self-support because mentaLty or physically defective were 

" CtlfettorTTOiee WTiWe [t was rent VW "n VR r ,1. ft 1.0 , ... receiving their chief support from you on the last oay of your taxable yearf... 

, INCOME 

tmnmm SsmU rs/M gspessss pail 

I, Salaries, Wages, Commissions, etc. tsut#asavaasd »44rsss<rpsrscetaxa »borvreo*iv«3) iiwiwtasuue,n s^ 

~.*.*-.». 


INCOME 


I. Salaries, Wages, Commissions, etc. (Suuu»uSiSlrMi<ri«nM(natbonrt<sirtd} 


iSMU rsHeS 


Eapowas rs i 

II,S-S l. A.V-JU- I 


'2. Income from Business or Profession. (from fstsjols A). 


3. Interest on Bank Deposits, Notes, Corporation Bonds, etc. (except interest upon which a tax waa paid at aource). 

(a) Intereat on Tax-free Covenant Bond* Upon Which a Tax was Paid at Sourre. 

■4. Income from Partnerships. (Stvta ues sol alSraai) ...... 


(a) Inootno from Fiduciaries, tsisu un sol sdlnssi. 


ft. Renta and Royalties. Ifna aMib B). 

ft. Profit from Sale of Real Estate, Stocks, Bonds, etc. (from ScnsUuit C) 

f, Dividends on Stock of Domestic Corporations... 

S. Taxable Intereat on Liberty Bonds, etc. irso ScMdt x>. 

9. Other Income (including dividends received on stock of foreign corpc 


Total Income in Items 1 to 9. 


DEDUCTIONS 


corporations) 

7* 

f\v 

\K»a v 


& X 

MZ/un. 

(tut« iyfuiN»R^issus) 


11. Interest Paid. 

12. Taxes Paid, (tipkls la (<Msk »). 

13. torses by Fire, Storm, etc. (Espials Is TahW ca [«c* t) 

14. Bad Debts. (Espials Is SchadoJa E). 

15. Contributions. (Iiplsls ta tdslili T)..1 


14. Other Deductions Authorised by Law. (Eipuis la Beil 


Total Deductions in Items 11 to 1A.. 
Kit Incoms (Item 10 minus Item 17).. 


:zi$... j. 

.OTTj.i. 


COMPUTATION OF TAX (ftes Instruction all 


19. Earned Net Income (not over $20,000) 

20. Lest Personal Exemption and Credit 

for Dependents (see Instruction 20). 


-I*.I 31 


31. Net Income (Item 18 above).$..I 42. Normal Tax (1H% of Item 3S).$.. 

32. Less Dividenda (Item | it j 

7 above).<$__ I 43. Normal Tax (3% of Item 40).. 


7 above). 

I I, 33. Interest on Libert v 
'.I Bonds.etc.(Item M 


2ft. Normal Tax (lJ£%of Item 22)..$. 37. Balance (Item 31 minus36).*.. 

33. Amount taxable at 1H% (not over 
2ft. Normal Tax (3% of Item 23)... the first $4,000 of Item 37). 


21. Balance (Item 19 minus 20)...1$. 1 .5 Bonds.etc.(Item S). 

22. Amount taxable at IX% (not over the 

first $4,000 of Item 21)...j$... 31. Personal Exemption.. 

23. Amount taxable at 3% (not over tbc 

second $4,000 of Item 21)..] . 35. Creditfor Dependents. 

21. Amount taxable at 6% (balance over 

$S,000 of Item 21). . 3ft. Total of Items 32,33, 34, and 35 . 


2ft. Normal Tax (3% of Item 23). | the first $4,000 of Item 37).L 

27. Normal Tax (5% of Item 24)..I.I 

[ 39. Balance (Item 37 minus 38).I. 

28. Surtax on Hero 19 (see Instruction 21)...L.^.j 40 . Amount taxable at 3% (not over 

Sterns 2ft! 26. $. Cj ‘ h « d “'«» 37 >.^ 

30. Credit of 25% of Item 29 (not over | 41. Amount taxable at 5% (balance 

25% of Herne 28. 42, 43, and 44).$._. t over $8,000 of Item 3D.$.. 


3 48. 


43. Normal Tax (3% of Item 40). 

44. Normal Tax (5% of Item 41). 

45. Surtax on Item 18 (see Instruc¬ 

tion 21). . 

46. Tax on Net Income (total of Items 

42, 43, 41, and 4ft).$ .. 

47. Leas Credit of 25% of Tax on I 

Earned Net Income (Item 30)_ I.. 


48. Balance (Item 46 minua 47).i$. 

49. Adjustment for Capital Cain or Loss 

(12)<% of Column 9, Schedule D).|... 

50. Total Tax (total of or difference be- | 

tween Items 48 and 49)..]$.. 


Less Income Tax Paid at Source.. 


IUUUUV IBtOUIC *» 7 o (IlUl UUT I », » a a 

the second $4,000 of Item 37). I. 1. 62 - and P^ d 

* -- ■ ■ fd .ml or. iM'tiinlrv rvr IT R rviwt/wcmn 


30. Credit of 25% of Item 29 (not over | 41. Amount taxable at 6% (balance I 1 I 63. Balance of Tax (Item 50 minus I I 

25% of Items 28, 42, 43, and 44).|$._...f over $8,000 of I tem 37). .1$..1 Items 61 and 62)..Fj:.,.!$.^. 

AFFIDAVIT 

I swear (or affirm) that this return. Including the accompanying schedules and statements (if any), has been examined by me, and to the beat of my knowledge and belief, 
is a true and complete return made In good faith for the taxable year as stated, pursuant to tho Revenue Act of 1920, and the Regulations issued under authority thereof. 


Sworn to and subscribed before me this ...J. _ of .. 11728. 

1 ■■ (S-fnarf^ c/offli/ ft-Vcnakjt«rir4 o*th) 1 ^(Ti 

tn am«nf1*ft rtlum mmt be marked At top of rat urn 


y~ft< 


i IS czsVlft by $|tot, tb* rrnco tbertFor B.u$t l< lUiol ca this Hoc) 




(Firoatur* c 4 kc^iTlduU or «*rpi 


-s^MUt](.C«.W»e v s 

(Title) ' 


(A 4 dM«fl|tDt) 

Che<We and drtlti will be Accepted only If payable at par 


/3'/ 
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SCHFDUl.F. A -INCOME FROM BUSINESS OR PROFESSION (SCO I tr 
1. receipts from Inhincsa or |iK»f«*s*ion (stale Wind <•( IiiiiIma*).. .. 


I 


Cost or Gopof Sou. 

2. I^bor. .—. 

3. Material ar.ii supplies.. 

Merchandise f..r aal".. 

5- Otl.fr («ts (it.n.irc K1'"V or on serrate sheet;. 

C. Pint inventory :.t Ijfglnning ot year. 

7. Total (Lii.es 2 to 8, Inclusive). 

8. K-ss Inventory at end of year. 

0. Net Coat or Coons Sold (line 7 minus line *)... . V 

Note.—D o not deduct here or ckewlerc ..•mpensation for yo-.ir wrvirt a 


!.I 


OlllER ISl'nINEaS |)i:n> 1TIOXS 

I ID. SaUrier, cvrlnsivc of ‘‘lol. r." rc|v.rte<l on laic 2. t 
arnl cidusiv© of c^mpenMitioii f*»r your service*— > 


11. Interest on bu*inca* indcbtedi-v** toother*. * 

1> la\cs *:n bn*ir.c«s and bii*iru*>-> property 
13. |a^< l.y fire, florin, c-ii. '«ApUdn in tabic |>r •’ * I <1 
therefor at foot of page) —. . .. 


........ . • 




11. Had debts arising from sales or service* ...... 

*, u iXpreciation, obsolescence, amt depletion (explain | 

in table provide*! therefor at foot **f pxgc). 

! 16. Rent, repair., and other cspcnsca (itemlled below or , 

on separate aliect).u: --- - 


17. Tor *l (Lines 10 to 10, ii.chaivc).....* 

IS. Total Didcotions (Line t> plus line 17). . 


10. Net P.ioriT (Line 1 minus Line 1*) (Enter as Item 21 ...... * . 

Explanation of deduction* 











--- 

SCIIF.DULF. B - 

INCOME FROM RENTS AND ROYALTIES (S< 

• In«tnie(ion fit 


■ , ,_ 

l. KlS»4i» PfrfUH 

I 

7 .%%•*•? 

Kmiuu 

.... 4 V«« • r ■ r 

1 to1T | Mmit 1. HD 

5. Duriuiuu 

itii'u !• »*M* 

• 1 | A'. 0 1 *-**> 

€ KtfftUS 

{ J ibnr« £*»»'«» ' 

| ilnr.iiftUV-**) 

ft Nil Fftorrr 

(Eater as lua!) 

——--—- ‘ — 


—i' i 

1 • 

i ! js. 

1 

. 

A .... 

L 

s . . 

. 

i 1 ! 




> i 

i .i - 

1 

. 1 

. 

i 

' ! ! 




.. - 

1 


.f. 

• 1 \ 

. 


.V. 

....!. 1.1 . 

Explanation of deduct! nm 

' 









SCHEDULE C PROFIT FROM SALE OK REAL ESTATE, STOCKS,. BONDS, ETC. <Sec_In, tract ion 6) 

-- ■— — - - 

1 K«t» of Pft »ratr 


t line UQllftKO 

I 4 PltftCCUVl - 

3 Avovxt Rinnir 1 Aiu thii frsa 
xcg* runoti 

5 Tost 

6 Vau t is ur 1 7 Si'MfUCf** 

Mao 1. iv.3 | Ikijlhouxis 

ft Nil 1 ft MT 
Oct*Ti5 Ittzi* 1 

— *—--- “ 

' ■' ‘ * ** 

1 

“ ~ ! 

x 

* 

1 

1 

s. 








i ' ' 


...... 




1 

St*t«» hoar properly 

aras- icnuired.... 

State hoa nroncrtv 







T“1 ' 

• j 


was acq uired . 


^ 2 f^fJ^KH 15 SSLS!yiSISEU^^A?!^ffi!^^i?'A T ioNsoR SEcw^^e^ejM^i^n^' 


1. OtUoitio'is oft Smumrs 


a Ivtitmt Rkiiui' 
os Arecvftu 


4 PftlYClML 

I Airocn o.s.a , 

Tutms 


(o) Ol'hgations of a State, Territory, or political subdivision thereof, or the District <f 
'.olumbia. 


(6) ^uritl^ UsMcd under Ptderal Farm Loan Act. or under inch Act as Amended 

(c) l« -erty 3^ ft Bonds and other obligations of United States Itaued on or before i 

. l ®*P**Jjy e r Va.Av JL' 1 ® obligations of possession a of the United States.. 

(d) Bonds.Treasury 3H%,3«%. 4%. and 4H7c B uds, Treas- I. 

ury Lertincatco of Indebtedness, and Iri-asury (War) Savings Certificates.' 

(<) Treasury Notes . . I 


' 


J Avw xt Otx' 

IS 

f.»* niKr a 


i toil n os 

Av- ,, 1I* Kllllt 

I tinini >v 

| (1.0(4131 lie is 


All.. 

X X X X X X 

X X 

XXX X.X X 

All. 

X X X X X X 

X X 

X X X X X X 

All.. 

X X X X X X 

X X 

X X X X X X 

85,000. 

% . 

1 


None.... 



1. ■ 


SCHEDULE F—EXPLANATION OF DEDUCTIONS CLAIMED IN ITEMS 1, 12, 14, IS, AND 16 


_EXPLANATION OF DEDUCTION FOR DEPRECIATION CLAIMED IN SCHEDULES A AND B 

1. Kixt» or P»tMn?r 

(IftruiVSIafft, stilft rcj^r.il of » Uch coaUrucreUi 

* °* Tt 

4. Pft Oft Aft It lilt ' 
Anift AegVIfttMKMT j 

3. Coat 

(Etrlosifft ct Lftn l) 

4. Vtll'C J>9 or 1 AVOLKT IlllftI ItlP N CSAft tl* f>«ft 

iliftt* L (tl| 

j (Eirluiirt ci | 1 iViaAUfftin ft Tblijnr 


i 

1 

$ 

$. 1 

4 .L Is.'.... 


i 

n 

1 1 


i 1 i 


i 

. 1 

1 1 


* 1 ! i 


I 


1.1. 


.!.L..1.1. 


EXPLANATION OF DEDUCTION FOR LOSSES BY FIRE, STORM. ETC- CLAIMED IN SCH EPULEA,.AND INJTEM 13 


l. Kixd or PftorifttT 

X I>Att Acqviriu 

J. C® 3 t 

4 . Vau-« as or 

Miftm 1 . IHJ 

5 . SCftStQCtlAT 
IKPIOHHINTS 

ft. btratcunoa 
Aixovmi 8 rxcft 
ACQLIftJTlOX 

1. IHJlftAM-ft 6 MJl | 

Salvage Vau» 

I A Drove Tift X ft 

sii 



1 

[ 

, J ... 

t. 1 . 

8 ..!. 

8 . 


.; 

i 



9 . i 

. 1 

| 1 

1 

1 


1 

1 ! 

. .. 1 



1 

! 1 

1 1 

1 .i. 

! 


I ' ! 




I—U«44~ 












































































CO 

CO 

CO 
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U. 8. Iniisil Ritindi 



INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX RETURN 


FOR NET INCOMES FROM SALARIES OR WACES OF MORE THAN tf/SCO 

OR WCOMES, REGARDLESS OF AMOUNT, FROM BUSINESS, PROFESSION, RENTS, OR SALE Of PROPER IT 


For Calendar Year 1927 

frirt «a m 


fib nb Ratm Wisk liw Cshctw •< Ini,rod Rnm Iw 1mm Dbfevt m» m U ,it Much IS ttt* 


_ P Nn Wrii»~?H»w » ann» 


Fib 

Cab 



< o? 


V. 




(HUNT NAME AND A DO* ELS PLAINLY 


Law 

. .Denyez. . J?g 




^.Keet..... 

(E Lrw< ni.l na^Dbvr, 01 rural rout*) 


, Oceupalion, Prc/pjiion, or Businert U MI S ta 

nd livlpjr Will, huiluir / 

tjbfoF your 

wV-' LdsyCj sou, ytar auppori 

. .. 4rjolt housepoM about tlowlrnU 

rour lUluilb nuMH to tuylMi 5 ud 6 ch*agbd 
during the aUte <Ute\nd naturOf^brirgc 

ow many dc|andcnMrrtona (other tgUre^usI and 


LA»jr:77*2*.a.t:^!T .jrov*<j ’ V 

1. Are you a citiscn or resident 

of the United State.? . 

2. If you filed • return for 1926, 

to what Colleetor'a office mi 

3. I* this A joint return a / 

of husband And wife? ' O . r ..... uu 

4. Stale 1 .Amt of husband or wife if Altf/Ma toarvt R-Htl rA-Axtg. How 

a separate return w»a made And the u, , < • • u 

Coltretor'a office where it war rent it/- // PCI., C <>YO_,.. 


Ifes 

I it aentr _Z?C PJ Rrr.e.£ # .C<?./or.. 


more per*' 
7. If rour alat 


any deWndejik^crBOM (other 
r rie rjU*}' <: 

ring theiAehteJ etpciort Worn you.o»Tl 


b 

/ 


f * 


INCOME . . 

e , , ... t, . , , A*«W ’V«Rn 4.-. *xpr%j« p«ii 

SalMBCe, WftgCA, Commission*, etc. (But* uhm b5<R«« of i*raoo trem whoai nfdTbS) 1 IRi»biA Ia >*»F *a 

.S.altlZif .r. . UntfA tc*. v*?f7af:<£7jk£/S //J AX&3■■«*'.!... 

J?f tccf.c** Fcrs-.C/e i*? y.* fje 7?«<i /fy.Ce.ry>.v.. rt 


*2. Incotno from iluiiccea or Profession. (rrca fcWok A). 

3. Interest cn Bank Depoeils, Note*, Corporation Boodi, etc. (except Interest upon w4f» Snru #<f i\ ic*u«)^ ..[, 

(a) Intercet on Tax-freo Covenant Honda Upon Which A Tax was Paid At Source . f.ff<??£*</ Sj . 

4. Ineomo frciu Pirtnenhipc. <suu e*« tad address) —..— 


tX'i } * t m mm .ar 

$ Taxable I ole mat on Liberty Bond*, etc. (?*■■ 
9 , Other Income (including dividend 


(•) 

m 


id^eefTivr 


o 



-mR***** 


ived on atock ol foreign Corporations). WUi* aaiv* <e nw*.) 






- • . 

DEDUCTIONS 


10 . 


Total Income i> ItemjijJL 
Interest Paid.. 


t... 





11. 

12. Taxes Paid. (ItfUn U gcfcsdaia 

13. Ixxsses by Fire. Storm, etc. (t*1 

14. Bad Debts. (lipUb iu Sthadola r>.^.V.;...,o ^t/ 

15. Contributions. IKinWn la SthsdoM J)..:. *(*?•*■ 

16. Other Deductions Authorised by 

17. Total Deduction* in Itxk* tY to ijb 
IS. 


. (p i. 

. Sx.eatfac6* 





. %£ei c. a/f(7<fr*</.. 4./5r<? . 


C.~. .-i.:. :..($tfr*ce..£yz.cA>s.g:. .■. \.?.fy //vQ 



1,.... 

/ 

Sjfao. 

! 

i 

22 

74 

Z'/tn 

so4fp. 

! 



1 

1 

.... 

M 

7/ 

t&fZ, 

'/Mil. 


/ 


Net Incom e (l ion K> minus TtVm .. 


uIm.u , 

gtmmj/ 


j ..t-V C OMPUTATION OF TAX (»ww Inalrmllan XI) 


19. Earnetl Net Income (not over $20,000) 

20. Loss Personal Exemption and Credit 

(or Dependents (see Instruction 20). 

21. Balance (Item 19 minus 20).. 

22. Amount taxable at 1M% (not over the 

first $4,000 of Item 21).. 

2d. Amount taxablo at 3Vc ( n °t over the 

second $1,000 of Item 21). 

21. Amount taxable at 5% (balance oxer 
$3,000 ol Item 2D. 


I) ^$/P/&Jwi ()Q.. 31. Net Income (Item 18above) 

: ' r i ' nrx i iv.. 2 J l. /Is i ^ . 


25. Normal Tax (IH% of Item 2d 
20. Normal Tax (3^5, of Item 23). 
27. Normal Tax (5%of Item 24)., 


! * 


23. Surtax on Item 19 (sec Instruction 21). 

29. Tax on Earned Net Income (total ol 

Items 25, 26, 27, and 28).. .. ,, 

30. Credit of 25% of Item 29 (not over I yyrf 

25% of Items 28. 42. 4 3, and 44).*$.-X-/-17^.1 


tA.nd 

00 


PQ 

A7M 

00 


■ 

'$. Lo 

00. 

1. Si 

(?.Q 

' 

- 

. 

IP 

%. mm 


32. Leea Dividends (Item I r,< 

/ 7 above). ftilZ 

fe3. Interest on Liberty 
Bonds,etc. (Item 8)J 

3). Personal Exemption- 

35. Credit for Dependent*. 

36. 

&7. 





Total of Items 32,33,34, and 35. 

Balance (Item 31 minus 38). 

I AS. Amount taxable at 144% (not over 
V the first $4,000 of Item 37). 


39. Balance (Item 37 minus 38). 


40( Amount taxabte at 3% (not over 
■/ the second $4,000 of Item 37). 

Amount taxable at 5% (balance 
over $8,000 of Item 37). 


fMMt 


JAM.LI 

. 4.000 


W:W. 

q.QOt 



01 


OO 


1 

42. Normal Tax (144% of It«“ *«).’»-■ 

43. Normal Tax (3% of Item 40)- 


44. Normal Tax (5% ol Item 41). 

45. 8urtax on Item 18 (aeo Instruc¬ 

tion 21)__ 

46. Tax oo Net lacome (total of Item* 

I ^ 42, 43, 44, and 45).._. 

K7. Leas Credit cf 25% of Tax on 

Earned Net Income (Item 30)— 

Balance (IM> 46 minus 47).. 

49. Adjustmtetifor Capital Caine 

034- 


i?m~K 

My 

U.% 

H v 


jum 

iPtMl 

tlQAW 

±Ll£t 

fJoAAmk 

lyror Lapnaiuam or loss . . a */ 

of Column 9, Schedule D) Jl.../jir<x j 


1 A0. Total Tax (total of or difference be- 
|f tween Items 48 and 49)- 


_ Leas Income Tax Paid at Source 
2. Income and Profit* Taxes paid 
foreign country or U. S, 
Balance of Tax (Item 
Item* 51 and 52) 


AFFIDAVIT 


I 

is a true 



swear (or affirri) that this return, including the accompanying schedule and etatemenls (if any), has been examined by me, and to the beat of my knoZlDdj 
anVcomplc* return made in good faith lor the taxable yeir aa .tated, pursuant to the Revenue Act of 1926, and the Regulations isiued under authority 


Sworn to and subscribed, before me this . 



(S^riAtur* ol ladlTlduft) or 



< If rtCcrc. Ls ca^4« by *«*a <. lb* rttj-a iVft.'ci aust b* iUt*l c-a lb a lia*)^ 

. day of ..yCj&Z'l i£jU...„i.-. 1928. 

..1-.-. -azzsxzx - 

(Si|nat>araoloffl<«rvjui;9lJt«r4Ef <*lb) RTrtlr) (A^drwi of 

An Amended rtlurn must b« merged “Amended M At top ol return '* Chedu end dref te will bo accepted only If payable at par 




a —1 mm 

<1 


/AJ 
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I r j»t- fi". n 1 kii.-l «tf 

< -r «;•» S«t 4* 

? l*t» r < 

it M it. n.t! * 

* Mi r. .• 1 *• ^' 4 f f ,Y 

4 M ' r • t - »: • I . '» r nr. j.»r • ivl 

* 1 ' iiiVif.I.irv I rii.vir.*? . i .•.«? __ 

* |i*f U l.i’i'lM.ifi : !\i S 

v I# • • if \* < I >i\ ;»t m i . i \ ,r 

1 * .<> <„|. I.t:- 7 inirtu, I. :. s. * 

N • •. I • • ». f «*«-■ | . ? t . r.'> ir. - i :, f • r ' .r *• r vt • 


If., f 

* i . ! i .. 1 . * * I*. 


Urn k J>n.', ri"t«v 

I - >.»1 «ri, lult'iw <f ’ r« |•• ,rt« • I on Line V. 

:t.i I i wl i i of <ninjM .sriliori f. r jn .r vrviv* > 

II lil«r«'t on • l invM ir, !»It* !m " t<* oii < r« 

y* 1 ni 11 n I nti.«an •! ♦ «t i|ir<»]»(«i 
I I I- • ‘ l*y fir* i rn . • » • xj -i . tn f;ilj-rm»-i« •) 

IlMti I r jI ( i of | u;i • 

I I Ha-i <> 1< mi'ir ir fr rn * i\ - or nrx .«>,__ _ 

1 > I)* ’• . >r ■ •• ;im! •! ;«!«*<ion t\j.|;iin 

tn Vit i r - •< It, t ; t f * r ..f j , k -, 

!»'- K« i ». • : 1 otl i r i \|K‘).«i > Mtt ini/oil I < ■ u « r 

or. n'| u*!»• 1 1 .* 

17. I',rn i. m l 4 ) i In. r i I.ihvc. ? 

h I or a i I in t i?io\ J.n. j'l | * i 17' 

I*• N» r Pit. it lr.lt I i |v i Ct t. r ;«* It, m 'J\ 


I.Xf. 

«. in 


S( III III LI li INC OMK I KON! KENTS AND ROYALTIES 

2 n •-r 


I * t »i T. 


\ \ *, • i »* a 
M«i i i. till 


. In i ol ir n 

» i.Ua •» till. 
»«i - i.ioi 


T »rrn» Ki •%♦»» ' % Srr |ifrn 

l«>4 . H cUt tA luu, t. 


S( ID 1)1 'l.f. V PROM I I ROM SALE OK REAL ESTATE. STOC KS, BONDS. ETC. iSv | . 


: : • • 11 \ ; 


\ v nt i:»• kit» 


i IniKi-im » 
lii'tiim t -;v. > 

\< y i'ims 


t \ «i • i »» • » 
X|«K»H IVil 


7 t- 1 k «• r i m 
I MIR Of v» *n 


X \»t Fa >rit 
i ► r,r<r ed Item« 


S( IIUH I E I> CAPITAL NT.r CAIN OK LOSS FROM SAI L OL ASSETS HELD MOKE THAN TWO YEAKS .S-o li Mntr|j..ri .Vi) 


h: • • . * 

1 i 

j 2 Inti 

' \ 4 i •: 

3 * |t| 1 l.l • «%Ti X . 

■ .--IMS 

r i 

**T 

7 V %ti r a* >•; 
MtH H ». 1 >I« 

, •» S' i'OJ » \t 

lk *0 111 ! \t- 4NT, 

f 4IIT4t I •• ! • . tj Sc 

> N’t ; «*»i 4 . i U4i 

il.cr«r4.V; 

ItH 



V /•!, 

Vt /• . li»» 









' i 5 



X 

^ .i 

1 . 

i 


>» .’• 1 . A f J» ft' 

W.O .»« ■ | or. I 


<U "t . 


•I'illlt i'i 


sc ID 1)1 I.E » IMIRI si ON I IID.RTY BONUS AND OlllEK OBLIGATIONS OR SECURITIES lS<i- luDruclinn S) 


r .i >' V I rnl r> . i.r j. ill■ »! - ill l.\L .n tl.» riN.f. or D.c I )i>1ri t «f 


• ' r I - ' I . i r n i I - « A • » • r niii, r h \ in<‘i.'fi>*l 
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•>•*•3 L. ('. 1*. Income Tax 1927 

Ilem 2 Land leased for farming - . 

Income from sale crops $924.62 

Expenses— 

^axes—City Co. of Denver $.329..34 
\\ater Kent 38.3.00 

Seed and Threshing Exp. 109.11 


Total Expenses 


1,083.65— 


—.$1.39.03— 


Xet Loss 






L. C. ?. 

Income Tax 13^7 



— 

Item 2 

Interoot on Bank Deposits, Notes, Corporation Bonds, 

etc. 

| 

Jan. 1 

Community Hospital A3sn. Boulder - Bonds 


$15C.0(j) 

3 

Chevy Chase Club - Bonds 


687.50 

8 

Nevada California Electric Corp. Debentures 


8,670.00 

Apr. 1 

Nevada California Electric Corp. 5? Bonds 


9,375.0C) 

10 

New Orleans Texas & Mexico Hy. Co. Bonds 


3,500.00 

29 

Mrs. Ruth C. Carpenter, Mortgages Receivable 


105.00 

May S 

Costilla Estates Development Co. Bonds 


70.0(3 

11 

Southern California Tel. Co. 

$1,250.00 



Less accrued interest 

337.48 

312.52 

21 

Bear River Club Co. Bonds 


70.00 

25 

Denver & Salt Lake R. R. Co. Ctfs. of Deposit 

$1,144.19 



Less accrued Interest on exchange 

476.66 

667.53 

July 6 

Nevada California Electric Corp. Debentures 

$10,920.00 



Less accrued interest 

937.50 

9,982.50 

6 

Chevy Chase Club - Bonds 


687.50 

9 

Community Hospital Assn. Boulder - Bonds 


iso.od 

17 

Danise Barkalov, Spocial Loan 


324.9C 

Sept.3 

New Orleans, Texas & Mexico Ry. Co. - Bonds 


3,500.00 

3 

Nevada California Sloctrie Coro. 5$ Bonds 


9,575.0C|“ 

Oct. 6 

Alameda Investment Co. - Notes 

$600.00 



Less accrued interest 

66.67 

53S.J3| 

27 

Mrs. Ruth Q. Carpenter, Mortgages Receivable 


90.00 

31 

Russell Bayly - Note 


45.00 

Nov. 5 

Southern California Tel. Co. - Bonds 


1,250.00, 

5 

Costilla Estates Development Co. 


70. od 

18 

Bear River Club Co. - Bonds 


70.00! 

Doc. 50 

Russell Bayly - Note 


15.00 

31 

Xntereet received for year from following Banks: 




National Metropolitan Bank, Washington, D. C. 


6,883.52 


First National Bank, Denver, Colo. 


4,420.89! 


Denver National Bank, Denver, Colo. 


2,561.79 


International Trust Co., Denver, Colo. 


1,266.23 


Farmers Doposit National Bank, Pittsburgh, Pa. 






$65,697.45 
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Income Tax 1927 


I -iSflL &Lal 


Jany. 7 
8 
8 

Feby. 1 
liar. 8 
Apr. 6 
Hoy 3 

5 

11 

June 2 

6 

July 1 


j Sept. 3 
Oct. o 
i ?'ov. 5 


l| Dec. 1 

II 1 


tog Cove nant 


Denver Tramway Corp. - Bonds 
Pressed Steel Car Co. Bonds 
Cuba Company - Debs. 

Norfolk 4 Southern Ry. Co. Bonds 
Denver Tramway Terminal Co. n 
United States Steel Corp. 50 yr. 5's 
Virginian Railway Co. Bonds 
United States Steel Corp. S. F. Bonds 
Cuba Railroad Co. 

Carolina Clinchfielc 4 Ohio Ry. Co. Bonds 

United States Steel Corp. - 50 yr. 5's 

Denver 4 Salt Lake Ity. Co. - 1st 6's Reg. 

Denver & Salt Lace Ry. Co. - 1st 6's Coups. 

Denver Tramway Corp. - Bonds 

Cuba Company - Bonds 

Bos Angeles Pacific Co. - Bonds 

Pressed Steel Car Co. Bonds 

St. Paul 4 K. C. Short Bine Ry. Co. - Bonds 

Norfolk 4 Southern Ry. Co. - Bonds 

Denver Tramway Terminal Co. " 

United States Steel Corp. - 50 yr. 5’s 
Virginian Railway Co. 

United States Steel Corp. S. F. Bds 
Cuba Railroad Co. 

Carolina Clinchfield 4 Ohio Ry. Co. 

United States Steel Corp. - 50 yr. 5's 


♦75,001. 
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I ten 5 

hen to •• Key. 1 tier 






It 

4] 


f.-ce ol Bu-^aing 

-r.ount 


T&xcs 


Other 

j 

Pro; • r*.y 

r ! .ttsb'.;v;»,r 

a. -e; -state Cs. - -gents 

of Sent 

1 

I 


Expenses 

11 

in 

ij 

ii 

T t «t 

?o. cr- -Lok 

v'CO’tt:' ?Uco 

$3,273.04 

r 

$3,020.0$ v 

y > 

$576.86 

* i 

; 


Tr.lrd -venue 

6,315.03 

< i 

2,085.83 r 


100.97 

<1 

1 

stores & 

\ C/' 

SjOO- 2-4 Penn Avenue 

ii., 254.01 

✓ 1 

4,398.95 *• 


145.23 

Jr 

\ 

fto-ua it 

F: ate-Pri c»: 

5306-8-10 Penn Avenue 

3,503.41 

• 

4,587.50 • 


113.80 

H 

-J 



$30,357.55 

/ 

• 

$14,492.14 /{_ 

$336.96 

J 


Mote - cost of ordinary repairs, naming expenses and 
coss.issiens are deducted by agents before remitting. 


Totti Kentalr receivea 

Taxes paid $14,432.14 

Other expenses _ 356.86 

Total expenses 
Doer ting Incoce 

less Ospresi'-tio.i (sue attached shout) 

Net inesne 


330,857.55 


15.4::9.:-Q 
15,428.55 7 
, 2.052.50 * 
$13,396.05 


I 
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1. C. P. 


Income Trot 1927 


Ittia 5 


Re nts and Royaltie s - Continued 


E xplana tion of Depreciation., 


Kind of 

Year ac- 

Cost of 

Rate 

Ceoreciation 

-1 

Char, ed Off 

Property 

quired 

Property 


Previous Years 

This Year I 

Scott Place 

1910 

8100,000.00 



jl 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 

and 

including 



[ 

Brick Blcgs. 

1921 

real ustatu. 
Approised 
valuation of 
Buildings 


✓ 

j 

i 

i 



$14,500. 

3* 

$455.00 

0435.00 

TMru Avenue 

1310 

$33,590.00 



1 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 

and 

including 



1 

Brick Stores 

1926 

Real Estate. 
Ap.raised 
valuation of 
Buildings 



1 



820,000.90 

2% 

6 ) J • < 4 

^ 600.00 j 

i 5900-2-4 Penn Ave. 

1315 

0157,728.75 



j 

i 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 


including 



ill 

Brick Stores 


Real Estate. 






Appraised 
valuation of 






Buildings 



1 



.'0 

3? 

750.00 " 

750.00 II 

5006-8-10 Penn Ave 

1310 

8245,000.00 




Pittsburgh,Pa. 


including 




Brick Stores 


Real Estate. 
Ap-'raisod 
valuation of 
BuiJ dings 


247.50 y 

i' 

1 

, 

- 


S8,250.00 

3? 

247.50 l! 

1 

_ 



*2,052.09 X 

82,052.50 "li 




4 /r' 

u 
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Income Tax 1927 


Net Gains. Schedule D. 


Profit from aa l« -deal Estate, Stocks, Bonds, etc. 

jpjor. <L^ 

Richardson PropSriy-Real -state Sales. 

This property was purchased from May 11, 1911 to Feb. 24, 1915, 
at a total initial cost of $51,558.99. In 1924 certain improve¬ 
ments were made with a view of subdividing the property into lots. 
Water mains, sewer and pipe lines, etc. wore laid and Race and 
Vine Streets opened up. The cost of this development amounted to 
$25,896.24. This developed portion comprises 4/7ths of the total 
area owned and is subdivided into 140 lots of 25 foot frontage. 

The initial cost of this traet-is therefore 4/7ths of the 
initial cost of whole area - 
Add improvements as above 
Total cost subdivided section - 
Cost per lot - $55,246.90 r 140 (no. of lots) - 

In 1927 improvements were made on the 5/7ths section remaining. 
Water main, sewer and pipo lines were laid, and Gaylord Street 
was opened up. The cost of this development totaled $14,256.52. 
This area comprises 5/7ths of the total area, and is subdivided 
into 100 lots of 25 foot frontage. 

The initial cost of this tract is therefore 5/7ths of the 
initial cost of the whole area - 
Add improvements as above 
Total cost this subdivided section 
Cost ppr lot - $56,267.55 ~ 100 (no. of lots) - 



$29,547 

25.898 

$55,246 

580 


,06 

.90 d 
.33.^ 


$ 22 , 011 . 

14.256. 

$56,267. 

562. 


Lot No's 


Following is record of sales du 
bate of Sale I Purchaser 


Selling Price ! 


60,61 It 62B12.1 
S+ 10 Blk.2 
6,7,8 It 9 Blk.2 
54,55 It 5681k.1 
■ S.W.Cor.3d&Bace 
Si 21 Blk.2 

1-7 incl.Blk.4 
8 9&10 81k.4 
1-6 lncl.Blk.S 


Race It Vine Street Tract 
1-5-27 Josephine F. Muivihill 

5-15-27 Ethel G. Simpson 

7-5-27 Architectural Homes, Inc. 

5-17-27 Walter H. Harris 

5-15-27 RusscIj. H. Bayiy 

9-24-27 Mrs. Jean G. Temple 

Gaylord Street Tract 
12-27-27 Mrs. Helen P. Bromfield 

12-28-27 Edward S. Kassler 

12-55-27 Mrs. Harriett B. Whitehea 

Totals 

u ost of lots sold 
Profit on this transaction 


5 $1,140.99 

i 190.17 

4 1,521.52 

5 1,140.99 

2* 950.85 

i 190.17 

7 2,558.76 

5 1,088.04 

6 2.176.08 

■ y 

23$ $i0,957.35 
Forward 


The above determination of costs of lot 3 is similar 
to method usod in pa3t years in computing Income Tax. 
Below is a plat showing lots sold and remaining lots 
unsold to 1-1-28. 


$3,251.92 !» 

591.94 K 
4,697.62 / 
3,296.50 f 
2,295.53 V 

542.95 if 

4,261.45 f 
5,628.75 V 
9.S31.70 

$52,098.40 f 
10, 037.35 J 
$21,161.05 
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[ L. C. P 

. Incone Tax 1527 

1 

1 

1 

| 

r 

^tem 7 

Dividends^ 


| 

Jan. 3 

Pressed Steel Cor Co. I'ruf. 

$375.'X- 

j 

5 

Unitod States Steel Corp. Common 

52,590.-.V 

1 

3 

First National Bank - Denver 

1 9 J#?3.vO 


3 

International Trust Co. • Denver 

723.50 


S 

Denver Trnmnay Com. Prof. 

1,375.00 

1 

S 

First Inuustrial Bank - Denv>r 

139.59 


11 

testers Securities Inv. Co. - Pref. 

351. >9 


15 

Oak Hills Coal Co. 

13,440.30 


15 

Mountain States Tel. & Tel. Co. 

4,324. 00 


a 

Ksrbiscn talker Refractories Co. - °ref. 

375.00 

1 

24 

Citrus Belt Securities Inv. Co. 

363.00 


Fob. 2 

Cuba Con; .any - Pref. 

350.00 1 


2. 

Neveda-Califomia Electric Cor;'. - Pref. 

39,71.5.00 

1 

18 

Hudson & Manhattan R. R. Co. - Pref. 

3SC.00 

| 

26 

United States Steel Corp. - Pref. 

8,750.00 


Mar. 3 

Atchison Topeka & Santa Fe - Com. 

1,250.00 


3 

Harbison Wali-.er Refr. Co. - Com. 

4,575.00 


Aprl 1 

United State:- Steel Corp. - Com. 

52,500.00 


1 

First National Bank - Denver 

1,320.00 


1 

International Trust Co. - Denver 

405.00 

i 

1 

First Industrial Bank - Donver 

130.50 

| 

1 

Pressed Steel Car Co. - Pref. 

875.00 

! 

6 

Denver Tramway Coro. - Prof. 

1,375.00 

i 

6 

V.estem Securities Inv. Co. - Pref. 

350.00 


15 

Mountain States Tel. <2 Tel. Co. 

4,824.00 


21 

Harbison Tialker Rofr. Co. - Pref. 

375.00 


May 2 

Nevada California Elec. Corp. - Pref. 

35,000.00 

i 

i 

31 

United States Steel Corp. - Pref. 

8,750.00 

i 

Juno 2 

Hudson & Manhattan R. R. Co. - Com. 

1,362.50 

i 

2 

Atchison Topeka St Sant© Fe - Com. 

1 f x 5Q • 00 


6 

Harbison talker Refr. Co. - ^om. 

1,875.00 

i 

30 

United States Steel Corp. - Com. 

73,500.00 

i 

July 6 

Pressed Steel Car Co. - Pref. 

875.00 

i 

6 

Denvor Tramway Corp. - Pref. 

1,375.00 

i 

1 

6 

International Trust Co. - Denver 

4J5.X' 


6 

First National B?ak - Denver 

1,920.00 


6 

First Industrial Bank - Donver 

130.50 


17 

Mountain States Tel. It Tel. Co. 

4,824.00 


23 

Clcbouroe Realty Coro. 

-.7 9 50 j • *v.‘ 


23 

Harbison talker Refr. Co. - Prof. 

375.00 


AUg. 2 

Nevada California Elec. Corp. - Prof. 

35,000.00 


4 

Cuba Company - Pref. 

350.00 


18 

Hudson & Manhattan R. R. Co. - Prof. 

350.00 


Sopt.l 

United States Steel Corp. - pref. 

8,750.00 


6 

Harbison talker Refr. Co. - Com. 

1,875.00 

i 

6 

Atchison Topekn & Sant© Fe 

1,250.00 

i 

29 

United States Steel Corp. - Com. 

73,500.00 

i 

30 

First Industrial Bank - Denver 

150.50 

i 

Oct. 1 

First National Bank - Denver 

1,320.00 

i 

1 

International Trust Co. - Denver 

405.00 


1 

Pressed Steel Car Co. - Pref. 

375.00 

i 

1 

Denver Tramway Corp. - Pref. 

1,375.00 


17 

Mountain States Tel. & Tel. Co. 

4,824.00 

i 

21 

Harbison talker Rofr. Co. - Pref. 

375.00 


Nov. 1 

Nevada California Elec. Corn. Pref. 

35,000.00 

i 

30 

United States Steel Corp. - Pref. 

8,750.00 


Dec. 1 

Atchison Topeka & Santa Fe - Com. 

1,250.00 

j 

2 

Hudson & Manhattan R. R. Co. - Com. 

1,362.50 

j 

o 

Harbison Walker Refr. Co. - Com. 

1.875.00 


$523,935.00 ' 

i 

i/ 
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Income Tnx 1327 




Iten 8 Taxable Interest on Liberty Loan Bonds 










Obligations 



Principal 

Amount 

Interest 




Anount 

owned in 

on anount 

or 

Interest 

•Anount 

Exempt 

excess o£ 

in excess ol 




from 

exemptions. 

exemptions. 

Securities 

L 

Received 

Owned 

Taxation 



jjoffat Tunnel Bonds 

'*15,750.00 

*250,000.00 

ALL 

XXX XX 

XXX XX 

■Colorado State Highway 

7,500.00 

150,000.00 

ft 

XXX XX 

XXX XX 

IClty 4 Co.Denver Water Bds. 3,000.00 

200,000.00 

If 

xxx xx 

XXX XX 

'Denver School Cist. Bonds 

4,500.00 

100,000.00 

ft 

XXX XX 

XXX XX 

Federal Land Blc. Bds. .. 

J 6,656.25 

200,000.00 

ft 

XXX. XX 

XXX XX 

iFiret Liberty Loan 

v/i7,838.83 

600,000.00 

It 

XXX XX 

XXX XX 

■Fourth Liberty Loan 

v' 958.51 y 

150,000.00 

SfCOUeWO 

145,000.00 

212.50 


/ 


y 


7 


$60,255.65'*! 

,650,000.00 


*145,000.00 

*726.01 . 






1 


Net taxable interest 



$7X6.01 

-- ■ ■ .-a 




I 
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Incone Tea 1927 


j 

! 1927 
, Hay 5 
. July 6 
j Aug. 4 

! Nov. 5 
I 4 


'• Dec. IS 


.laivm 

^ccrueO interest on U.S.Steel Corp. bonds purchased 
" « « loj Angeles Pacific Co. bds. " 

" » » St.Paul & K.C.Short Line Ry.Bds." 

" " " ’J.S.Steel Corp. Bonds " 

Above bones contain Tax Free Covenant Clause 

Interest paid on Paving Assessnante 


j Jan. 18 Mineral County - Colo. Property 1926 Taxes 

• Mar. 7 City & County Denver - 1st Half 1926 Taxes 560 High St. 

: Uar. 9 District of Colunbi* - 2nd Half 1927 Texes - Sinde Oak Ppty. 

9 Los Angeles Co., Calif. - 2nd Half 1926 Beicaro Ppty. 

July 22 City 4 County Denver - 2nd Half 1926 Taxes 360 High St. 

22 City & County Denver - 1st & 2nd Half 1926 Taxes - Personal 

Aug. 26 City 4 County Los Angeles - Auto License fee 

Sept. 3 District of Coluabia - 1st Half 1928 Taxes - Single Oak rpty. 

i Nov. 10 Los Angeles Co., Calif. - 1st Half 1927 Taxes - Beicaro Ppty. 

! Dec. 30 District of Coluabia - 1928 Auto Tegs 

Tax on Club Dues, etc. 



Western Securities Inv. Co. 

Oct. 21, 1920 Bought 50 shares Colorado Farm Loan Co. stock for cash, 
later exohanged for 62i shares of Western Securities 
Ir.v. Co. common stock 

Jen. 10, 1923 Sought 200 shores *astern Securities Inv. Co. preferred 
stocic for cash for 


This company failed last year and west into hands of 
Heceiver. Latest reports are that stockholders will 
receive nothing for their stock, therefore this 
transaction is a total loss. 
































































Income Tax 19 2.7 


Sept. 

8 

"J" D 

Forward 

St. Barnabas Church 

$20,160.51| 
SOJ.OOi 

16 

"W" D 

Colorado Museum of Natural History 

1,200.00| 


22 

"A" F 

Young Womens Christian Assn. 

10,000.00! 

Oct. 

28 

5520 NC 

St. Johns Cathodral 

100.00!1 

Nov. 

10 

5532 NC 

Washington Opera Co. 

60 . oo!; 


14 

"A-18T 

Denver Community Chost 

15,000.00!1 


15 

"A-19"F 

Civic Symphony Society 

500.00i 


29 

1256 N 

Joint Finance Corns. 

500.00i 


29 

1257 N 

Y.W.C.a. Washington, E. C. 

loo.ooj 


29 

1258 N 

Y.M.C.«. " " 

100.00! 


29 

1259 N 

Volunteers of America 

100.00! 


29 

1260 N 

Seamens Church Institute 

100 .ool 


29 

1261 N 

Childrens Hospital D.C. 

150.oo! 


50 

5577'NC 

Washington Tuberculosis Assn. 

io.oo| 

Doc. 

5 

5586 NC 

Denver Tuberculosis Assn. 

5.00! 


5 

5587 NC 

Columbia Polytechnic Assn. 

2.001 


s 

1265 N 

Salvation Army D. C. 

100.00! 


5 

1266 N 

Instructive Visiting Nurses Assn. 

250.001 


9 

1269 N 

National Opera Assn. 

1,250.00! 


12 

1110 Fa 

Pittsburgh Assn, for improvement of the Poor 

250.00! 


12 

1270 N 

Childrens Hospital D. C. 

100.00! 


20 

4276 F 

St. Johns Cathedral 

1,500.00| 


20 

4277 F 

Colo. Child Welfare Bureau 

150.001 


20 

1290 N 

Columbia Hospital E, c. 

2,500.00 i 


21 

5635 NC 

National 'tuberculosis Assn. 

5.001 


21 

5636 NC 

United Workers for the Blind 

2.40| 


24 

"A-17"K 

Mary Washington Hospital 

250.00! 


27 

"A-19"B 

City Temple Institutional Society 

SoC ■ 0 \J ; 


30 

5643 NC 

St. Johns Cathedral 

100.00 ! 


30 

5644 NC 

Womens Overseas League 

50.00| 


30 

n A-20"D 

Y.W.C.". Denver 

500.00! 


$56,094.91 


34 
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rOR NET INCOMES FROM SAURIES OR WAGES OF MORE THAN $5,000- 

01 INCOMES, 1EGA1DLESS OF AMOUNT, FIOM BUSINESS, PIOFESSION, RENTS, OR SALE OF PROPERTY 

- - . - - id*Z A 


CUTSF.D 


rw P«|rm*At 


rv-aUj 


Ci>M 


((UUi 


Owytioa, Pwlmiwi, or Buxineu 


6. Were you married and living with husband 

or wife on the last day of your taiable year? ... 

6. If not, were you on the last day of your taiable year supporting one or 

more persona living in your household who are cloeely related to you!_ 

7. If your status in respect to questions 5 and 0 changed 

during the year, state date aod nature of change. 

8. Dow many dependent persons (other than husband or wife) under 18 years of 

age or incapable of self-support because mentally or physically defective were 
receiving their chief support from you on the last day of your taiable year? 


citlien or reddest 


tSfc.V qijexi irteleat— 
Si Bled a return for 11 
what QplfesUa’a-oOe 


[hiss Joint return 


of husband or Aif.lf 


*‘i*c8S5MS? 


iwaw i ( INCOME 

1. Comxulaaionf, (U. <lui* MW »ddfMa rf {«ioa from vhoci neMritl) 


Hh.la.sla r» 


2 . locomi from Budnoy loo. (rn» a) .j.i- 

8. Intareet on Bank Deft^Usy Votes, Coipwhdon Bonds, etc. (except interest upon whlc' 
• • 

(e) Interest on Tax-frLa'Covenant Bonda Upon Which a Tal was Paid at Squrre 
4. Inooms from Partnerships. (Sununulsitiai) —...a. 


(«) Income from Fiduciaries. IIUU uqi sal sUnal 


8. Rants and Royalties, ffrem SrMafc B). 
0. Profit from Sals of Real Estate, Stocks, 


7. Dividends on 8tock of Domestic Coi 

8. Taxable Interest on Liberty Bonds, 
0. Other Income (including dividends I 


lend on stock of foreign corporations), (lute nature d Isons} 




Total Ur comb jji 


11. Interest Paid 

12. Taxes Ptid. 


14. Bad Debts, I 

15. Contributloha. 

16. Other Deduct! 


rtsejJbj^Lawf (t^puia 
xs jcCTtxub II to 10.. 


Total 


Nst IxooVg^fttem 10 minus Iter 

EARNED INCOME CREOP 


COMPUTATION OF TAX (Sm Instruction 1U 


. b.Q&P 

zo «?<?.. 

IM & 


42. Normal Tax OH% of Item 38). 

43. Normal Tax (3% of Item 40).... 


31. Net Income (Item 18 above) 

32. Less Dividends (Item | r.., 

y 7 above).VA17 

43. Interest on Liberty » 


10. Earned Net Inoome (not over 830,000). 
30. Lest Personal Exemption and Credit 
for Dependents (see Instruction 20). 

21. Balance (Item 13 minus Item 20).. 

22. Amount taxable at I (not over the 

first 84,000 of Item 21).... 

23. Amount taxable at 3% (not over tho 

sseood 84,000 of Item 21).. 

34. Amount tax able at 4% (balance over 
tSflCO <4 Item 21)... 


y Bonds.ete.(Item 8)./fW?/. 

34. Credit for Dependents 

35. Personal Exemption.. . ....^ .b^P. 

Total of Items 32, 33, 34, and 35. 

3Le4)alance (Item 31 minds Ur m 34) — 
25 Amount taxable at IK(5 (not over 
the first *4.000 of Item 37).... 


44. Normal Tax (5% of Item 41). 

45. Surtax on Item 18 (see Instxur- I 

tion 21) ... . L 

40. Tax on Net Income (total ot Items f 

/ 42. 43. 41, and 45)....... ! 

.47. Adjustment for Capital Gain or lx«s | 
/ (12V4% of Column 9. Schedule 1>) ' 

yfs. Total uf or difference Ixdwcen Items / 

40 and 47.e 

40. less Credit of 25% d Tax on ) 
Earned Net Income (Item 30).. I 


IQ+Vfi' 33 


\t..M4eeca 

\l7MQO 


fl &$:.7lS'lcf 

L.i. %i is 




25. Hr*®*) Tax UH% of Item 22 ).„. 

28. Normal Tax (3% of Item 23). 

27. Normal Tax (5% of Item 24).. 

23. Surtax on Item 18 (aee Instruction 21). 

29. Tax on Earned Net Income (total of 

Items 25, 28, 27. and 28).. 

30. Credit of 25% of Item 23 (not over 

25% of Items 28, 42, 43, and 44). 

AFFIDAVIT 

I swear (or alfenn)‘that this return, including the accompanying schedules and statements (if any), has been examined by mVrwna fo thoTest of my knd 
is a true and complete return msde In good fsith for the taxable year aa stated, pursuant *o the Revenue Act of 1923, and the Regulations issued under auth 


9 -/.H >4^ 

fi.sstjsy' 

l.J'pQ.Gl. 


SO. Total Tax (Item is minus Item-St))- 

,61. trees Income Tax Pafil at Source- 

’52. Income anti Profits Taxes paid to a 
foreign country or 1*. S. posse-v-ion 
/63. Balance of Tax (Item 50 minus 




Balance (Item 37 minus Item 3S) \ 

4Qf Amount taxable at 3 % (not over 
r the second $4,000 of Item 37).L 

/tf. Amount taxable at 5% (balance I 

near UlW) llrm < 




Items 51 and 62) 


(iiWtun b E8li by Utat, lU rouoa ibtrtSot ouuit t« lUtoJ co ttu Hi#) 


Sworn to and subaerfbod itfore me tbla 


(Ad !r«J Ct * 4 ^ 31 ) 

CIikIli and drafts will be accepted only If payable at par 


(Tit» 


ro 

c» 



























































































*• TMnl reaefwte from mulnwe or rrofcrdoe (state kind of business). . J_ 


Oorr or Uoooe Bold 

2- lahar... . 

1... 


Othbb BufliMB&a Deduction* 

10. BiUrkf Mtluilve of “Ubor/ 1 reported on Line 2 

t 


s . 


J. UiWU aid —ppJHe 






4. Merchandise bought for eels. . ._. 






1. Other eoete (itemise below c* on eeperate eheet) . 

— 

---- 

13. Loeeea (erplaln In table provided therefor at foot erf 
page)... 



ft. Flue Inventory et beginning of year 

14. Bad debt* arising from eels* or services. _ 



T. Towel, (linee 2 to •, tndurfve). 

8. _ . 


16. Deprccifttioo, obiole&cenoe, and depletion (expUin 



1. Leeelerlhf at end of year.. . . r ... , 



10. Rant, repair*, and other expenses (item!led below or 
on eeperate eheet). ..... 



9. Nrr Coer on Qoooa Bold (line 7 miens line 8) 

» - 


17. Torn, (IJr.ce 10 to 1ft, Inclusive)____ 

* . 


Nwj#.—E ater "C” or “CM” on Line* 0 and 0 to Indicate whether liven- 

18. Total Danccnoxs (Line 0 dIui line 17). 


terlee era veined et ooet, or coet or market, whichever la lower. 

19. Nbt Pbofit (line 1 minus Line 1ft) (Enter u Item 2) . 

t 


Explanation ef deduction 

claimed on Linee 6 and 10.... . ... . . . ... 


Explanatioa of deduction* 
tlslnied In Column 7-.— 


L Im or raoiWen 

a iinm 
Kscwrss 

t Coer 

1 Vutl AJ Of 
UUOI u im 

£ Dinsalno* 

(intoiaiaii 
•«!«•! •« K0«) 

& ItsrAnf 

7. Oral* Eiriaats 
(ItscxJj* Ukw) 

II Nn Paom 
(KsWulUa 1) 


1. 


$ . 


$ . 


$ 


1 


$ 


L 










* 
























...... 














L tn o« hemn 


■jr Jt ■ 


t Avorrt Beams 

i btriKunoi 
iuoviiu Sacs 
AoQwnoi 

ft. Coer 

1 Vmi *• or 
Mild 1. 1911 

$. 


t 


s. . 


|_ 

1 








. ! 








i 

.4. 


7. Inugcin 
bnoTivmi 


1 

<«» 


_ N*» hom 
(ItUrultoal) 


QUW how property 
• WM hoqulred. 



1 Dm 
Mean 

t. Dm 
Soto 

i - 1L • ~ • 

=j 

1 Duuainoi 

ft. Com 

7. Yum u ©f 

MlACI la Itll 

1 6vuiocut 

t. N'tT OiH oa 

LcS* 

L Kate ex tiarr 

| V AKOvTI hUHID | 

Ailoriiu ftuci 
Acoaanoi 

IX/ROTsMiaiA. A*l> 

Oirmt Diwcwm 

‘“•SKIP 

■A 


Ynr 

Mr r*t V«sr 

I... . 


t .... ^. 


i 


1. 


$ 


| 

















-g. 

_ 


_ 





r: 








bull bow property 
tM acquired -- 


SCHEDULE E—INTEREST ON LIBERTY BONDS AND OTHER OBLIGATIONS OR SECURITIES (See Instruction 8) 


t OiucnoH oe eammu 

1 Ivnun Kkutid 
oa icano 

L Swoon Own 

4. Piocim 
Amocvt 
Z xixrr Fiom 
T tnnoi 

LAvomtOniD 

IX IlCIM Of 

IxiMntox 

6. Irrotrr ox 
Axoorr im Kicus 
or Xxixmox 

(Eit«u I Urn *.) 

(e) Obligation* of a State, Territory, or political subdivision thereof, or the District of 
Columbia........ 

» 




AD.. 




X X 

ft) Securities Issued under Federal Farm Loan Act. or under such Act ee Amended ... 
fc) liberty 3H% Bonds and other obligations of United 8tatea issued on or before 
September 1,1917, and obligations of possession* of the United State*. 





An_ 








AD. 


X X 


X X 

(rf) liberty 4%end 4 M% Bond*.Treasury 4%, and 4H% Bond*. Treas¬ 
ury Certificate* of Indebtedneae, and Treaeniry Savings Certificates.. . 





83,000_ 

$ . 

$ - 

(e) Treasury Notes.... 





None.' 






SCHEDULE F—EXPLANATION OF DEDUCTIONS CLAIMED IN ITEMS 1, 12, 14, IS, AND 10 


CO 

C* 

O 


J. bra ov PisrxtTr 

(U bulUlsrf, ttsle msWUl of * fetch ooa*truct*i) 

t Dais Acotoed 

A Aos Wn* 
AcovniD 

4. PxotABit Lets 
A mt ACQn&iMin 

f. Com 

(EidotfrooC Load) 

ft VxlCB AJ Of 
March l* I9U 
(IrchojlrA of Loztd) 

| Axocxt or Diukoatiox Cuboid Orr 

I 7. PrtTko* ymn 1 

aTbUrwu 





, 


% 


% 























• 





4 .... . 












EXPLANATION OF : 

DEDUCTION FOR LOSSES BY FIRE, STORM, ETC., CLAIMED IN SCHEDULE A. AN 

ID IN ITEM 13 

L Eao or Piorxarr 

1 Dm Acqchid 

I. Cor? 

4. Vtici a* or 

Ml ACM 1* 1«U 

ft. 8CBMQCTM? 
IkCTEOTtMEXTS 

ft. D*rBIOATX>X 
Aixowab^s Sexes 
Acocmrioa 

7 . Ikscbaxcs AM> 
Saitaqs Vaici 

A Dcoocmtt Lou 

-■_ _ . . ..A. ^ - V*. 


*. 


». 


$_ 


$_ 


$ 


ft 










. 







V4*** v.t 


....—___ 





C 








/J <£c) 


TO 

O'* 


































































































L. C. P. Amended Return 1327 Income Tax 


It tm 6 -Profit from attle of Real Estate, Stocks, Bonds, etc. 


f-aoltal Net Loss as reported on original return —$90,610.45 


The following gain was not reported In year 
1927 because liquidating dividend was only a partial 
distribution of assets. Return now amended to in¬ 
clude this item. 


Southwest Securities Co. 

Aug. 24, 1927 Received on account of liquidating dividend 

on ay interest in this company $57,252.00 

Less original cost to me May 1, 1915 _ ■ 19,700.00 

Capital Net Gain from this transaction 

Capital Net Loss for year 1927 

■ __ 


17,552.00 


A 


--$75,076.45 
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LAWRCNCC C. PHIPPS 
COLCfaACfc 


i 

i 



! 


QlCrtHcJ) J£>la.ic& 4dc nctic 

WASHINGTON. D. C. 

March 7, 1929. 


IM«ATK>" AND RECIMaTttN 

Cmimw 

AAA*0*NIAT10NI 
»AN«MCi and CUVKNCV 
EDUCATION AND Lam* 

NOW OfTlCU AND fOfT NOADi 

I 


I 


REGISTER*!) MAIL 
RETURN m 


Mr. Frank W. Howbert, 

Collector of Internal Revenue, 

Denver, Colorado. 

Mv dear Mr. Howbert: 

Enclosed you will find an Arcended Return 
1327 for Hon. Lawrence C. Phipps, showing an edditi 
for that year. 



As explained in this Asond«d Return we overlooker, in¬ 
cluding in the 1927 Return n liquidating dividend received or. 

August 24, 1327 which reduces the Capital Net Losses by £17,532.00. 
I have coamunieated with the Commissioner of Internal Revenue here 
in Washington and arc advised fHat this is the proper way to handle 
the natter. There is^Ahwrefara cue the Government from the Senator 
an additional "tax off 32131.50. J 


The Bureau has directed rce to send this Return to you, 
together with the Senator's check in the above amount, and I 
understand we are to receive a bill frorc you for the interest 
calculated on c basis of payrcents paid quarterly. 

I of course regret very rcuch that the Ret’irn ss originally 
filed did not inc-ude this iter but the error was not discovered 
until we wero making out the tax for the year 1328 and as a result 
the above procedure is necessary. 

At your convenience kindly acknowledge receipt of the 
above remittance, and greatly oblige, 



I 

i 
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l 


tifna if. 

O. ». WMKil 1 


'Rrmtnt 


INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX RETURN 

m NET INCOMES FROM SAURIES ©SPACES C; MORE IRAN JS.W 0 


01 INCOMES. UOIMISS OF AMOUNT, flOl B4J5(N£S9> 


•Jfcktuto-C 


For Calendar Y 



MtTUsI 


I *14 «k* f ill it s* rf faWal > nmi hr Tmt DbbVt m m li h q 


pmoisAiioF ptcran 


(HUNT HAM* AND ADDM» rlAINLY 


T.Uk’ 

' P 

O ’ orA.\fe - 




jar . 

V^. J 


sfi fsra# 

vJM 




^ Mat: .. -* 

m J.-L... me&i^x. . -..JP.eatfx %L£ S j*. .. s_ 

N ,„ OctUMtkm. Prolusion. or Business, !/m£e. d <f±atc$... « $e.a.9±°X. .I a. _ 


c ut cw.> 




1Ta» jrou a ritLsen or resident 
of the United Btstest. 


!«*. /. .. TX 


. mniuit iwu I 
irwVw’i^* ir~>rii«Wi| 


3. 1/ you filed > return for 1927, / -r-> _ __, Z 1 I 

to whet CoDoclor’r office ru It rent? .Jc^C fflf.4.X.,\..Q.IB. 


3. Ii this « Joint return tf 
. of htijhand And 
4/tetafYme of hus b a n d e » wife 
/' 7 Fa separate return was mede 
1 1 ^ r^itrforicffics where i* — 


6. Were you msrriod and living with h us b and •» l vl ~" ’ I _] 

or wife on the lest day of your taxable year! ..W W.*' AV> --- ■—-*4 - —- ' ^ 

fi. If not, were you on the lest day of your taxable yfar supporting one or , "V 

more perron* bring in your household who are clorely reUtod to youf .. 

7. It your status In rerpeet to questions 6 and fi changed ,/ ' 

duriog the year, slate dste and nature of th*Dp...sx.l?..j 


.......-- ciuiiuj UK> JCTll, UBIO Kil l UHUFT VI Cn»DK...Xf..K..„...... ...... 

wl/o if y7\. r nf bP^ 8. How many dependent nenoai (other than husband or wife) under 18 rear* of . 

iade and the v yO- /- ** e V lnc *P* ble ** self-eupport beeauie mentally or pbysieally defective wem 7 7} 

i t was tent-J r.g.^Kr..f.<..V..P/.v>.. receiving tbelr chief iupport from you on the last day of your taxable year? / H/P 


■m mi 

jni 


INCOME 


__ . JfpYtUrt I 

lavloru, ete. (fluu U04 tod hidfM << pvfuo rm *hca r*cMr«4) (KipbUhCOsMen 

*$■ . ...p . .. . . . t. ..I*. 

sU4%X*7jM4..c/£JaS. . tfP.'.f.Q .j. 




3. Income from Rusinces or Profession, (Treat 6chaUtJ* A).. . 

3. Interest on Bank Deposits, Notes, Corporation Bonds, ete. (except interest upon wfiftbj^ax was* 
(a) Interest on Tax-free Covenant Bonds Upon a Tax W®utc« .. 0££A/& 


\ interest upon wWcbaTax' was paid at •ourxt’rffr,.' ... ...7*'7f.‘7/Y<l\ 

O&^urce .I ... 


4. Income from Partnerships. (Stats urns sal address). 


ta; Income from Fiduciaries. (Mata nates tel/ 


5. Renta and Royalties. (From StMtk H)_*_|„*.;.. 

C. Profit from Sale of Real Estate, Stocks, Bonds, ete. dim Sefcsdols 


fi. Tnsb^s Jstercat on Liberty Bonds, etc. (Tram febojaia C). 
9. Other Income (including dividends received on stock of fa 


. jlfflrZit / 

.J.L> 


at ion*). (3Ut« ulon ct laeoaat) 




U\ Total Incomb in Irrsis 1 to 2, 

*’<***# 

11. Intrrcst Paid.;_ _ 

12. Taxes Paid. (EipUJa in Scbeiau. f> ...^cX 



13. Losses by Fire, Storm, etc. (iipiaLn U.T.bla.^-pItweT. 

14. Bad Debts. (Eip’aln In BchMula 7) .tl-yOjs- 

15. Contributions. (Explain In Schedule F).. 


y i v 

la.nla^alFj^^yu,^... 


...zz:„.:..|». mmti/ 

dce£.\i . 17/7 i c y 

; jf Wm,/ 

. 2'i'&\2h / 

. /^flPpOA/ M 

. ih£. . M / e 

^ . J a/ ctr/ l 37 */ 


10. Otter Deductions Authorucd by Law. (E.plalni Fl^c; . AtA***:^ I fi *?. 1 ^ 

17. Total Dmucnoxa is Items 11 to iL.^f.VV?;'. ., ;r -.-us. ...1 . \UVtMt Sy' . 

18;_ Net In com e (Item 10 minus Item 17J . M t...^«-..f.*.'..... .J... 

EARNED INCOME CREDIT 


COMPUTATION OF TAX (See Inatsoetloo SU 


19. Earned Net Income (not over 330,000). J/A 1 ^iT VjjLIa WJtailttAi 18 above).42. Normal Tax (1^5% of Item 3S;.|$. 00 ^ 

20. le« Personal Exemption and Credit //laV/ia, tljtcu Dividends (Item (J Qlt L a a ' 

for Dependenta (see Instruction 20).. ...</x/rA ^ 7^sbove)....„........ aHtJJhPe.O.. 43. Normal Tax (3% of Item 40). .JJv O.P.. • , 

21. Balance (Item 19 minus Item 20).S .SiJMOOSS _ ^nds.e^.lllem'i)... u.km.\ r 44. Normal Tax (5% of Item 41). \....jjL?. 

22- Amount taxabia at 1)^% (not over the j/ a. < ^s>Tb’ a a. a. i (5 Surlii on Item 18 (os Iiutnifa j • a a > 

_ first 34,000 of Ilem2l).3..WiM3l. CrcditforDependenta.L... ./A?. ^ *£? . . jMM4 ft;'/. 

23. Amount tatable at 3% (not over the , -Til/ /in l] _ f A* | 40. Tax on Net Income (tolai of Items I i4s',i Ln‘£iL^ 

second 3«,«)00 of Item 21) —...A/.T^gP..j|.35. Personal Exemption.if/ 42. 43, 44, and 46). UJOJrW lyrS 

24. Amount taxable at 5 ,p (balance over i " rc/d T/APi.f/l Adjustment for Capital Csinor Ix«s . . / / 

38,000 of Item 21).,- .-X.II 30, Total of I tarns 32, 33, 34, and 35. rJtlOPMOjr ' (l2U%of Column 9. Schedule D) L, JrAzfUHr 


/ VI. Normal Tax (lof Item 3S>. % . kC\.9.P r 

43. Normal Tax (3% of Item 40). J70 OP.. ■ 

44. Normal Tax (5% of Item 41). 

45. Surtax on Item 18 (see Instruc- ,(..// 2 

46. Tax on Net Income (total of Items I /S/'dis dil y* 


24. Amount taxable at 5% (balance over 
38,000 of Item 21).,... 


*8,ow of item 21 ).,...- 1-.- -. II 30. Total of Items 32, 33, 34. and 35. •U],tQ9y.V . ¥■/ (12^% ofColumn 9. Schedule D) i. TtPJP \ lH.f 

23. Normal Tax (I >4% of Item 22).,..J»- kP QjPXij. Balance (Item 31 minus Item 3«). fl*? X °IS l ^.laf gCtt,I Cel * U ' C e,ll>C IM \*l2fS/( \fi/h ' , 

on k- _ it , ¥ , f^r r/Jll 38. Amount taxable at 1M% (not over • Ll A/in i )*■ l**® C’redit of 26% of Tax on * Ot r~ 

20. Normal Tax (3% of Item 23). 'i.lr. t.Vf- , he first 34,000 of Item 37)_ i .. JfAyP CP y Earned Net Income (Item 30),.. !_ To L£ 

27. Normal Tax (5% of Item 24)...“„,|__ ... . , , I In On QL T SO. Total Tax (Item 48 minim firm 401 < 


20. normal sat to,4 01 item .v.2c. r.yr- the first 34,000 of Item 37)_ j ...qx?.YV C v ] S Earned Net Income (Item 30)-, |./<? /y 

27. Normal Tax (5% of Item 24)... \ ^ ^ 37 ^ ^ ^ J %\ «. Total Tax (Item 48 minu. Item ’SfcU ' 

Mr.. Mmrtil: . 

zw" Si «■ 

affidavit ^mmgm 

I swear (or affirm) that thta return. Including the accompanying schedule* and atatementa (if any), has been examined by me, and to the beat of my knowlcfllreSflM (<«£/ 
Is a truo and complete return mado In good faith for the taxable Tear aa slated, pursuant to the Rovenue Act of 1928, and the Regulations issued under authorH ' thenvf;/ / 

' (1) return U pwUbs tt« rxlco Uwnibmuii t« IUK1 cntLa lintY . ... 

bworntoau! subaertbod before me this_day of_ . 

^ (Sico*tcrcorindik»li&i(c asrai) */7/ U 

- 2t&.£.P+4£!!z!$U. -___ 

*——— 1 >■ (Sunstursc/c/Qcxr Atnnl«tc/lee oath) . (Tilt). (aj rwcf i^ai) 

An amendao r.tum must bs marked "Amended ” at top of rsturi * Check's an4 drafts will be accepted only ’f payable at par x- ,.vo 


bworn to au I e'lbacrtbod before me tbit__ day of.1 

NO T AIM AL 
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ov. . ... MLt A— INCOM E FR OM B USIWta OK J-FESSt ON (Oea i m l-.- lion 7, 


L Total receipts from buiinMi or profession (state kind 

Co3T op Hoods Sold 

2. labor. „ . _ .... 

>f b urine**) .- ..a . . - _ _ 


. 

$ 


Orata Bitmiu Deductions 

10. Salaries, ticlutlve of '■Lalor,” reported on Line 2 
(Do not deduct compensation for your own services) -. 

?.. 


3. Material and supplies.... . 



4. Merchandise bought for sale.... 






5. Otter costa (itemiie below or on separate sheet) . 

T 


13. Lo&sea (esplain in table provided therefor ef foot if 



6. Plua inventory at beginning ol year_ . _ 



14. Bad debt* arising from axles or Krrieca. 



7. Total (Lines 2 to 6, inclusive)_ _ 

» 


15. Depreciation, obsolescence, and depletion (eiplain 



8. Less inventory at end of year....______ 



16. Rent, repairs, and other eipensea (Itemitcd below or 



9. Nit Cost or Qoods Solo (Line 7 minus Lino 8)_ 

».. 


17. Total (Lines 10 to 16. Inclusive). 

s. 1 . 

Not*. —Enter “C” or "CM ” on Lines 6 arid 8 to indicate whether inven¬ 
tories are valued at coat, or coat or market, whichever is lower. 

18. Total Deductions (Line 0 plus Lins 17).. 

10. Net Profit (line 1 minus Line 18) (Enter as Hem 2) ... 


KiptAiL&Hon of deductions 
cturned on Lines 5 and 16. 



1. Ki*t> of homn 


Stato how properly 
was ac quired. 


SCHEDULE C -PROFIT FROM SALE OF* REAL ESTATE. STOCKS, BONDS. ETC. (See Instruction 6) 


X !>at» Acomio 


3 Aitov*? Rifimo 


4. Dimmmx 
Allova ns Pores 
acqtuutton 


A Vails a* of 
Mau-h 1. ifil 


7. Bcbasqvim 

iMfSoTSlflMTS 


A Ns? Faorrr 
{ZztlT M IttraC) 


i.r 


SCHE DULE D—CAPITAL NET CAIN OR LOSS FROM SA LE OF ASSE TS HELD MORE THAN TWO YEARS (Sec Instruction 


L Kixt> of Fiorxtr? 

1. DATS 

Ac^vuid 

9. I>At* 

Sou» 

4 Abowi Kkiiiio 

6 DlrACdATlyN 

A LLOV ABIE flSd 
Aoqcuuwx 

I. COJT 

7. VAlt' K AS OF 
Mabch i. tan 

1 i a *»w »\r 
IlfrBOTIMINT'l. AMU 
I’imtL Himtiatu 

B. Nit Olll o« Lou 
lEatcr 121*% •* 
lt»m 41) 


if#. />ay Year 

V#. pQf Yrct 

*. 




$ 


t 


1 

t 

1 

1 





. 


. 

□ 

. 

. 1 . 

:..j.. 


. ! " 

. i ' i 


State how property 
was acquired. 


SCHEDULE E—INTEREST ON LIBERTY BONDS AND OJHE R OB LIGATIONS OR SECURITIES (See Instruction 8) 


1. OBU34TIOXB OB FiCVAaT.IS 

1 IxTBtUT Rstuto 
OB ACCIVAD 

9. Auovnt (J»M3 

4. Principal 
A norvr 

Eiawpt Faou 
Taiitws 

5. Avovnt 
in Ettas* et 

CXBMFTlOa 

6. IxtiAirr on 
Amount in Lkiu 
of Fiumm 
(Eoc«r aj Ida!) 

(a) ObligAtiona of a State, Territory, or political subdivision thereof, or the District of 



$ . 







Columbia. 




All 


X X 


1 x 

(5) Securities Issued under Federal Farm Loan Act, or under such Act as Amended... 

. 




All . 

X X X X X X 


(c) Liberty 3^% Bonds and other obligations of United States issued on or before 
September 1,1917, and obligations of possessions of the United States. 





All 



X X 

(1) Liberty 4% and 4>(% lionds. Treasury 3y,%,3H%, *%. and 4H% Bunds. Treas¬ 
ury Certificates of Indebtedness, and Treasury havings Certificates.. 





$5,000 .. 

5. 



(*) Treasury Notta. . 

...a. 



-. ...-I 

None 

i. 

.!.|. 


SCHEDULE F—EXPLANATION OF DEDUCTIONS CLAIMED IN ITEMS 1, 12, 14, IS, AND 16 


EXPLANATION OK DEDUCTION FOR DEPRECIATION CLAIMED IN SCHEDULES A AND It 


i. Kixa of r*‘»rrNTT 

(If LoiJJ jif j, stu# miteriU cf nhlch cocAtrurta!) 

2. Data Acuvzbko 

3. Ant Wi»im 
ACQVI»A r> 

I 4. PA3BAB1? I.r? K 
j Am a Acy.i>.ivt\T 

• 

l. A*0*T 

I {EiriUfilBOf lAl'll 

1 f, Vutr ncr U-r • <r Prru.amxCaii/i :' .** 

Mui’J 1. 1,11 1 -;-- 

J (Fir ui.T** jf 1 .n-Sy ; 7. Iroi-rui;c\r* I • 7*. 




!_ It 1 

•t 

! ! 1, 





I 

i 

t 1 

i i 





) 1 

! . 

I . 1 . 

i 





. 1 .1 


i ; 

i 

- _ EXPLANATION OF DEDUCTION FOR LOSSES BY FIRE, STORM. ETC., CLAIMED IN SCHEDULE A, AND IN 11 EM 

--- - • - — 

1. Kind of Facpbbtt 

2. Data Acqcibkd 

9. Cost 

4. Vitrt AB OF 
Mild 1, If]} 

5. 5VBlCQb. BJT* * 

InrA^lFIFlt 

ivtj , ~‘ m ’ 

« lit •». rch 1 * !.*• t 



j. 

1 

s.. 1 

F 

% 

1 

\p ' *1 ! 1 





-j.. 

1*. ~t . 

f 

[ 


B-IICI 




.t. 

— ;v * 

H 

b 1 ! .. 


- x 

i 
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Income Tux 


1328 


Lina i-uucc for f^rr.ir.i;. 


;.gnes "eoorial Senetoriun Property. 


Incone from sale crops SI04.70 

" " rant rench house 138.64 

Total incons $200.54 

Expenses - 

Texes - City & County of Denver 546.14 
Voter Rent - High lino Conul 385.00 

Seed 130.00 


Total Expenses 

Net Eof.a 


1.061.14 
~S767.80 


i 

i 


I 

! 

i 


i 

! 


I 
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b J 


L. C. ?. 


Income Tax 1X3 


on Ban/ Deposit::, Notes, Cor'jor.tl.r, aonas, etc. 


Jan. 5 

3 

30 

S(tr. 1C 
Apr* 4 

4 

5 

30 

May 3 
3 

11 

June X 
July 7 

19 

18 

31 

Sept.17 
17 
S3 

Oct. S 


Nev&Cu California -uoctric Corp. Debentures 
Chevy Chase Club - boa..:; 
b ulcer Community Hospital „SS'n. - Bones 
il ccda Investment Co. Kotor. 

Gerald Hughes - Notes 

Nevcd.- California Electric Carp.-first 5's 

New Orleans Texas a V.eaicc ay. Co. bone a 

Mrs. Ruth 0. Carper.tor Mortg ages Receivable 

bouthem Culifoml > T-l. Co. Bonds 

Boar River C.ub Go. - oonca 

Costilla Is to ter, lev. Co. hvr.es 

Mrs. H. B. fchitohewi Mortgages Receivable 

Chevy Chase Club • °onds 

Geralo Hughes »»otes 

lenise Sarx.iloT. Loan Account 

bev.»ou California _ectric uorp. - Debentures 

Irani'. B. Branucgeo - Note 

nlusuda Investment Co. - Notes 

Gerald Hughes - Notes 

Nevada California idee trie Cor;,. first S's 

R. G. i'ulings - Note 

Zip Abrasive Co. - Note 

Nov. Orleans Texas & Mexico Ry. xr.ua 

.-ran/. P. Trap. - Note 

Costivia -stntor Dev. Co. 

’"re. Ruth G. Carpenter 
-outhern Cniifomi Tel. Ca. Boner 
1. r.aff r - Note 
Bear Hivir Club C*. - a::uir 
. 1. Treasury' i.i.-5 Dr.cor'- T. Refute 
. r —, c Ru gh c s 

Interest receiv a r : fro -t . si•. t •-.■• 
following Sanies: 

Nati-i—. 11 trepwii?'r. Bar..; V rnir.gt-.n. 

First Nation— B.'da. Denver. Co.:. 

Denver N tic:.. . a,:-: 

International Trust C,. " 

V o ! O' 1 ' ' 1* ♦ I ‘"e3 - 1 • ' 


c:. • e* a• 
C37. 
IGo . 
60C. 
6 . . 
3,375. 
2,5X1 
75. 

i, :.S0. 

70. 
7,i 
175. 
537. 
5oC. 
1J.-. 
. ,X0. 
: . 35:.. 
* 0. 
6 ... 

j, 775. 

7. 


. .: a >.( 
3.! 


C7. ,-io7. 
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Income Tux 1328 


Itcn 3(a) 


Jon. 


Feb. 

Mar. 

Apr. 

May 


June 

July 

Aug. 


Oct. 

NoV. 


Interest (continued) 

On bonds containing Tax Free Covenant 


5 

Cuba Coapany - debentures 

32,250.00 

3 

Pressed Steel Car Co. - Bonds 

1,250.00 

3 

bos Angeles Pacific Co. - Bonds 

2,000.00 

3 

Denver & Salt -ike by. Co. - First Mtge. Bonds 

10,176.00 

15 

Denver Tr.iav.ay Corp. - 3onds 

1,812.50 

3 

Norfolk & Southern By. Co. - Bonds 

3,750.00 

3 

St. ?uul & Kansas City Short Line By. Co. - Bonds 

3,375.00 

3 

Denver Trunway & Torainal Co. - bonds 

1,250.00 

3 

United States Steel Corp. 5's y; 

Denver & Salt Lake Ry. Co. - Incoae Bonds* 7 ■ ‘ 7 * V 

250.00 

5 

53,428.50' 

3 

United States Steel Corp. - S. F. Bonds $6,475.00 

Less interest eccrued on bond3 bought 223.75 

6,251.25 

3 

Cube Railroad Co. - a oncs 

550.00 

3 

Virginian Railway Co. - Bonds 

7,000.00 

i 

Carolina Ciinchfield & Ohio Ry. Co. - Bones 

5.000.0C 

4 

United States Steel Corp. - 5's N ' ■ 

375.00 

5 

Denver & Salt -eke P.y. Co. - First Ktge. Bonos 

10,176.00 

12 

Los /dsgelos Pacific Co. - Bonos 

2,000.00 

12 

Cuba Company - Debentures 

2,250.00 

12 

Pressed Steel Cur Co. - Bonds 

1,250.00 

12 

Denver Tramway Terrti..al Co. - Bonds 

1,812.50 

2 

St. Paul & Kansas City Short Line If. Co. - 3onds 

3,375.00 

r, 

Norfolk & Southern If. Co. - Bonds 

3,750.00 

17 

Denver Tranway Teminal Co. 

1,250.00 

3 

United States Steel Corp. - 5's 

250.00 

O 

K> 

Virginian Railway Co. - Bonds 

7,000.00 

2 

United States Steel Corp. - S. F. Bonos 

6,25C. 00 

3 

Cuba Railroad Co. - Bonds 

550.00 

28 

Carolina Ciinchfield it Ohio Ry. Co. - Bonos 

5 )000•00 

23 

United States Steel Corp. - 5's 

375.00 

$144,006.75 


i 

j 


j 

i 
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Income Tax 1328 



Kind of 

Property 

Ncae of Building 

Amount 
of Rent 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Real Estate Co. - Agents 


Tenement & 

Power - Brick 

Scott Place 

$4,686.9? < 

Store - Brick 

Third Avenue 

4,242.54 / 

Stores & 

Flats - Brick 

5900-2-4 Penn Avenue 

3,570.67 ^ 

Stores & 

Flats - Brick 

5906-8-10 Penn Avenue 

7,125.45/ 

Denver 

l. F. cppich, Inc. - Agents 



Rest Colfax Avenue 

Plot3 A.8.C.D.K & F. 

2,451.07 / 



Note - Cost of ordinary repairs, running expenses and 
commissions are deducted by agents bofore remitting. 


Total Rentals Received 

Taxes Paid $16,295.57 

Other Expenses 895.86 . 

Total Expanses 
Operating Income 

less Depreciation(see attached shoet) 

Net Income 


$28,076.65 / 


.25 

. 42*0 


17.191.25 

10.885.42*^. 

7.299.16 ■y 
i5V586Vas\/ 
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Income Tux 


1928 


Iln. S 


Richardson Property - Real Estate Soles. 

This property was purchased from May 11, 1911 to Feb. 24, 
1915, at a total initial cost of $61,558.99. In 1924 certain 
improvements were made with a view of subdividing the property 
into lots. Water mains, sewer and pipe lines, etc. wore laid 
and Race and Vine Streets opened up. The cost of this develop¬ 
ment amounted to $25,898.24. This developed portion comprises 
4/7ths of the total area owned and is subdivided into 140 lots 
of 25 foot frontage. 

The initial cost of this tract is therefore 4/7ths of the 
initial cost of whole area - 
Add improvements us above 
Total cost subdivided section - 
Cost per lot - $65,246.90 - 140 (no. of lots) - 

. In 1927 improvements were made on the 5/7ths section re¬ 
maining. Water main, sewer and pipe lines were laid, and Gaylord 
Street was opened up. The cost of this developmont totaled 
$14,256.52. This area comprises 5/7ths of the total urou, and 
is subdivided into 100 lots of 25 foot frontage. 

The initial cost of this tract is therefore 5/7ths of the 
initial cost of the whole area - 
Add improvements as above 
Total cost this subdivided section 
Cost per lot - $56,267.55 - 100 (no. of lots) - 


$29,547.96; 

95.898.54! 
$55,246.90 ''S 
• 580.55, 


22 , 011 . 
14,256. 
56,267. 
• 562. 



Lot Bo's 


1-5-28 

67-70 inel. 

& Si 66 8k.1 5-16-28 

2/5 Lot 55 

Blc. 4 6-19-28 


14-16 incl. 
Blc.5 


8-2-28 

8-15-28 


Mrs. M. W. Jones 


Mrs. Susan M. Geddos 
Public Service Co- 
Refund per gas main 
contract 


Totals 

Cost of lots sold 


3 transaction 




Strip 

for Rdway 

$688.-90 

j 

4* 

$1,711.49 

6,585.85 

2/5 

ofLot 

145.07 

j 

555.50 

5 

1,088.04 

^ 5,581.j» 

i 



585 .90 


$2,944.60' 

' - r ~ 

$11,772.25 

2.944.60 

$8,827.65. 




The above determination of costs of lots is similar 
to method used in past years in computing Income Tax. Be¬ 
low ie a plat showing lots sold and remaining lots un- 
29. _ 


Forward 


$8,827. 


,U 
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April 25,1928 


May 1, 1928 


j 

I 

I 

Capital M a t G a ins (Continued) 

! 

Profit from sale Real Estate . Stocks. 3p nds. etc. (Continued) \ 

i 

: 

Forvardod $8,827.65' 

! 

i 

Southwest Securities Co. 

i 

Received liquidating dividend on ay interest 
in this company 6,636.00 


Soe amonded report of Income 
Tic: for year 1327. 


United States Steel Corp. - S. F. Bonds 

Received from 9 bonds called S $110 $9,900.00 

Bonds purchased prior to 3/1/13 value then 

$1002.50 $9,022.50 

Showing a profit in this transaction of 877.50 

Total Capital Gains $16,401.13. 

/ 

/ 



361 


















OC-LI *i 4 1 




STt <i 


Ttifioos'v Se/S 7* »r~-! A 


-+-^ 


~ 7 Sinus/* Sn/S u/yS /7r An r'j 


V'fn. 


STt^rZ 




't WM.ft/l/ 


f pe *Tt*i 


Oh 




/ 4 t^/ STsre/ 



362 








24 




s' 


1 

Income Tax 1328 


r 

I tea. 7 

Dividends 


Jnn. 1 

Proscec Strel Car Co.-Prof. 

J875.C0 

* 

- 

Unit'.a States Steel Corp.-Censor. 

75,500.00 

« 

v 

First Estioncl Bcnk, l snvor 

1,920.00 

2 

Interactional Trust Co., Denver 

729.00 

' 6 

Denver Tr'nrny Corpor-tion-Pref. 

825.00 

e 

First Industrial Rank, Dunvr?r 

130.50 

17 

Mountain States Telephone & Teiogr; ph Co. 

4,824.00 

.A 

H'-rbi.son >•- „kor Refr; ctories Co. - Pref. 

375.00 

Fob. : 

H.-rblson V.al.ier Refractories Co. - Common 

2,500.00 

1 

Nevada Colifomi.' Electric Corp. - Pref. 

35,000.00 

il 

Cube Company - Pref. 

350.00 

11 

Citrus Bolt Securities Inv. Co. 

407.00 

15 

Hudson and Manhattan R. R. Co. - Pref. 

350.00 

18 

Unitec States Steel Core. - Pref. 

3', 750.00 

•» LT m Cr 

..tchisun Topeka U Santa Fe - Common 

1,250.00 

[ l 

Harbisor. V.aiker Refractories - Common 

l,e75.00 

j Apr. 2 

Pressec Steel Car Cc. - Pref. 

875.00 

i 4 

United States Steel Corp. - Common 

73,500.00 

4 

First National Sank, Denver 

1,320.00 

4 

International Trust Co., Denver 

405.00 

4 

First Industrial Bank, Denver 

130.50 

4 

Denver Tramway U or p, . pref. 

825.00 

11 

Ciebournc Realty Corp. 

27,550.00 

17 

Mountain States Tel. Cc Tel. Co. 

4,824.00 

21 

H*rbison V.'elker Refractories Co. - Pref. 

375.00 

May 2 

Nevada California ~j.eetrie Corp. - Pref. 

35,000.00 

21 

United States Steel Corp. - Pref. 

8,750.00 

Juno 4 

Hudson Cc Manhc tt;n R. R. Co. - Common 

1,962.50 

4 

Atchison Topeka Cc Santa. Fo - Common 

1,300.00 

5 

Harbison V.alkor Refractories Co. - Common 

1,875.00 

July 2 

United States Steel Corp. - Common 

73,500.00 

2 

First Rational Bank, Denver 

1,320.00 

O 

*» 

International Trust Co., Denver 

405.00 

2 

Pressed Steel Car Co., - Pref. 

875.00 

2 

First Industrial Bank, Denver 

130.50 

5 

Denver Tramway Corp. - Pref. 

825.00 

10 

Meffat Coal Co. 

13,440.00 

24 

Harbison T.tlker Refractories Co. - Pref. 

375.00 

27 

Mountain States Tel. & Tel. Co. 

4,824.00 

Aug • 2 

Cuba Company - Pref. 

350.00 

2 

Nevada California alectric Corp. - Pref. 

35,000.00 

2? 

Hudson & Manhattan R. R. Co. - Pref. 

350.00 

21 

United States Steel Corp. • Pref. 

8,750.00 

Sept. 7 

Atchison Topeka Cc Santa Fe - Common 

1,300.00 

8 

Harbison V.alker Refractories Co. - Common 

1,875.00 

2d 

United States Steel Corp. - Common 

73,500.00 

Oct. 5 

Prsssed Steel Car Co. - Prof. 

875.00 

5 

Denver Tramway Corp. - Pref. 

825.00 

5 

First National 3ana, Denver 

1,920.00 

5 

International Trust Co., Denver 

405.00 

5 

First Industrial Bank, Denver 

130.50 

18 

Mountain States Tel. Sc Tel. Co. 

4,824.00 

25 

Harbison V.alkor Refractories Co. - Prof. 

375.00 

Nov. 1 

Nevada California Electric Corp. - Pref. 

55,000.00 

28 

United States Steal Corp. - Pref. 

8,750.00 

28 

Hudson Cc Manhattan R. R. Co. - Common 

1,962.SO 

28 

atchiscn Topeka Cc Santa Fe - Common 

1,300.00 

Dec. 1 

Harbison V.alkor Refractories Co. - Common 

2,500.00 

26 

First Industrial Bank, Denver 

87.00 > 



'$563,326.00 V 


0-H 
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L. C. P. Incone Tnx 1J28 


I ton 8 T&xable la ter oat on Liberty Loan Bones 


Obligations 

or 

Securities 

Interest 

Received 

Amount 

Owned 

Principal 

Aaount 

Exsapt 

from 

Taxation 

Aaount 
ov.ned in 
excess of 
exemptions. 

Interest 
on aaount 
in excess 
exemption 

Moffat Tunnel 

$13,750.00 

$250,000.00 

All 

xxx xx 

XXX XX 

Colorado State Highway 

7,500.00 

150,000.00 

n 

XXX XX 

XXX XX 

City & Co. Denver *ater 

3,075.00 

230,000.00 

n 

XXX XX 

XXX XX 

Denver School 

4,500.00 

100,000.00 

n 

XXX XX 

XXX xx! 

First Liberty Loan Sj's 

21,680.56 

700,000.00 

« 

I3CX XX 

XXX XX 

Fourth Liberty Loan 4£'s 

6,375.00 

150,000.00 

5,000.00 

145,000.00 

6,162.50 


$62,880.56 

$1,580,000.00 

$5,000.00 

$145,000.00 

$6,162.50 


s' 

Net tajcr.ble interest $6,162.50 


i 


i 


I 

| 


| 
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L. C. P. 


Incona Trj: 1928 


-Ilaa_ii- 


Doductiona. 
Interest Paid 


June 1, 1928 Interest paid Collector of Internal Revenue, Denver, 
Colorado on additional assessment for ye. r 1326 os 
per Amended Return filed this dote. 


Item 12 


Tores Psid 


Feb. 2 
17 

l!ar. 20 

20 

July 26 
Sept.25 


28 

Nov. 2 
Dec. 27 
30 




Mineral County, Colo. 1327 Tuxes 
First Half 1327 City & County Denver Taxes 
Second Half 1923 District of Columbia. Taxes 
Second Half 1927 Los .ipgeles County Tux.iS 
Second Half 1927 City & County Denver Taxes 
Customs Duty 

Less Refunds 54.53 and 565.00 
First Half 1929 District of Columbia Taxes 
First Half 1928 Los nngeies County Taxes 
Auto Licenses District of Columbia 1323 
Customs Duty 
Colorado Auto Licenses 
Tax on Club Dues for year 1928 


5503.75 ^ 
63-59'* 


Less Refund City & Co. Denver Taxes 




§4,168.53 ** 
_ 7.53 v\ 


Item 13 


Losses 


Italian American Bunk 


Scpt.l, 1927 Dividend 
Apr. 4, 1923 " 


10* 

Final 


5x5 J • 75 
33.43 


Total amount recovered 
Net Loss in this transaction 


Item 14 


Bad Debts 


May 7, 1927 Lean made S. Poulterer ulorris on tv.* date. No In' "rest 
paid end «i.l effort; w . ....loot. , .•> . n futile This 

, ) ".t SHereuoaTC conuxu<.re^ .. .jm .jju cn.argec. ofl on 


?71?.3 


v y 


S7S?L 


£735.63 * 


7,333.63'}v 

2,//J.12«lr 


763.77 vH 


6,761j.44 


439.16 >T- 
?,071|.12 44 
1,253.59. 

3. CO. 
2281.25- 
28125 
1471.71 ■ 


• 21,900|. 52* 


4,176,1 1^ 
|17,724l41*n 


Dec. 31,1924 Balance on deposit 

This bank faiiod shortly after this drto and n 
Receiver ras appointed. 

The following amounts were received as liquidating 
dividends from Receiver. 


52 , 507^50 


x34.il8 lff 


62, x. 




oy'buok*. 


Sl.OOJ.pO Y 

_ =mJ 


J. 
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Income Tax 1328 


It or- 15 


J'r i 

,<i * | 


Jan. 

14 

2010-D 


24 

5724-C 


25 

5726-C 


25 

1308-N 

Feb. 

2 

5737-C 


2 

5758-C 


8 

5772-C 


8 

5774-C 


9 

5781-C 


9 

1321-N 


9 

1322-N 


9 

1323-N 


15 

2031-D 


21 

5795-C 


22 

5737-C 


24 

1332-N 

Mnr. 

16 

1340-N 


16 

2046-D 


17 

2047-D 


20 

2048-D 


30 



30 


Apr. 

4 

2056-D 


4 

1345-N 


4 

1346-N 


12 

1340-N 


16 

1351-N 


18 

5034-C 


18 

4517-F 


25 

5942-C 


25 

2059-D 


25 

2060-D 


28 

5344-C 


so 



30 


May 

1 

1563-N 


2 

1131-P 


7 

5067-C 


7 

5368-C 


8 

1364-N 


10 

1365-N 


10 

4333-F 


10 

4335-F 


10 

4336-F 


12 

5088-G 


25 

1367-N 

June 

2 

6013-C 


21 

6080-C 


30 

30 

30 

30 

July 24 


614S-C 

6170-C 

6182-C 


Denver Chamber of Conacrce-Tourist & Publicity Bureau 1 

Georgetown University Hospital 

Ladies of the G. A. R. - Denver 

Egypt Exploration Society 

St. John's Cathedral 

Travelers Aid Society 

Neighborhood House 

American Legion 

Washington Opera Co. 

Juvenile Protective Ass'n. 

George Washington Memorial 
Washington Council of Socitl agencies 
St. John's Cathedral 
Board of Education, D. C. 

Washington Opera Co. 

Washington National Opera Ass'n. 

General Convention Protestant Episcopal Church 
Denver Opera Association 
Highlander Boys Foundation 

National Ass'n. for Advancement Colored People 
Denver Policemen's Protective Ass'r.. 

Denver iiail Carriers Ass'n. 

Denver .Music Wee.: ass'n. 

Children's Hospital 
Child Welfare Society 
Columbia Hospital 
Solvation army 

Ladies Auxiliary to Veterans Foreign Wars 
St. John's Cathedral 
Washington National Opera Ass'n. 

Ascension Recreation Camp 
National Jewish Hospital 
American War Mothers 
Pueblo Labor Temple Ass'n. 

Veteran Volunteer Fireman's Ass'n. 

Junior League 

Pittsburgh Conference Methodist Episcopal Church 
General Memorial Day Committee 
Highlander Boys, Inc. 

American Foundation for the Blind 
Prieoners Relief Society 
Swedish National Sanatorium 
Agnes Memorial Sanatorium 
Denver Art Museum 
Girls Reserves Y. Vi. C. A. 

Voluntoero of America 

Episcopal Home for the Aged 

St. John's Cathedral 

Denver Women's Press Club 

Disabled American Veterans, Denver 

Spanish War Veterans, Denver 

Denver Chamber of Commerce 

St. John's Cathedral 

Denver Civic Symphony Orchestra 

Pittsburgh Ass'n. for Improvement of the Poor 

Visiting Nurse Ass'n., Denver 


5250 ,|00 
6.00 
25.00 
100.00 
45.00 
25.pO 
20.00 
100.bo 
100.00 
100.bo 1 
100.00, 
SO.i'Ol 

100.bo 

50.00 

io. bo 
6 ,ooo.qo 
5 : 0 .x 
£75.00 
2,500.bo 

100. cio 

30. cio 
15.00, 
250.0(0 

soo.do! 
100.00 
ioo.ob 
loo.ob 
25.00 
loo.ob 
6.00 
i,ooo.ci> 

2,500.00 
15.00 
100. OCf 
10.00 
loo.ob 

500.Xj 
25. Od 
£6.25, 
1 , 000 . 00 , 
100.00,. 
50.001: 
15,000.0011 
100 . 00 ‘ 
ic. oo! 
100 . 00 ; 
25.001 
100.00 
50.00 
50.0-0 
50.00 
500.00 
45.00 
250.00 
£50.00 
15.00 
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C. P. 


Income Tax 1928 




Deductions 

i 

1 

Etem 15 


Contributions (continued) 

i 

Dec. 3 


Byrd Antarctic Expedition 

$1,000100 

Aug. 21 

6219-C 

Travelers Aid Society 

$25,100 

21 

6220-C 

Swedish Ladies Consumptive Aid Society 

2J00 

23 

6244-C 

St. John's Cathedral 

100^00 

30 


National G. A. R. Encampment 

io.|oo 

30 


International Ass'n. Convention Committee 

100 j00 

Sept.28 

6312-C 

Army Relief Society 

2.00 

SO 


A. R. Encampment 

250.; 00 

30 


Firemen'8 Protective Ass'n. 

25.100 

30 


St. Lukes Hospital Ass'n. 

50J00 

3ct. 3 

"7* D 

St. Barnabas Church 

500.|00 

3 

"H" D 

American Red Cross 

2,500.!00 

4 

"G" F 

American Bar association 

500.j00 

25 

"N" D 

Disabled American Veterans 

50-100 

29 

6388-C 

St. John's Cathedral 

loo.po 

Dec. 6 

1136-P 

Pittsburgh AS3'n. for Improvement of the Poor 

250.100 

3 

1137-P 

T. M.C. A. Lawroncoville Branch 

loo.bo 

6 

1416-8 

Volunteers of America 

100 .Po 

6 

1417-8 

Seamens C hurch Institute 

loc.fcio 

6 

1418-8 

Neighborhood House 

20 .bo 

6 

1419-3 

Berea College 

500.00 

6 

2088-D 

Volunteers of America 

150.00 

8 

2089-D 

Ladies of tho G. A. R. 

25.00 

7 

1422-8 

Disahled American Veterans 

100.00 

7 

1423-8 

Juvenile Protective Ass'n. 

50.bo 

7 

1424-8 

Joint Finance Committee 

250.00 

7 

6477-C 

Washington Tuberculosis Ass'n. 

10.00 

7 

6478-C 

Georgetown University Hospital 

6 .0o 

10 

1425-8 

American Red Cross 

2,500.(Jo 

12 

1426-8 

Instructive Visiting Nurse Society 

100.00 

15 

2092-D 

Denver Community Chest 

15,000.90 

14 

4381-F 

St. John's Cathedral 

1,500.00 

14 

4382-F 

Women 1 a Overseas Service League 

au.qo 

17 

1445-8 

Salvation Army - Washington, D. C. 

100.00 

17 

4383-F 

Salvation Army 

100.00 

18 

6500-C 

Travelers Aid Society 

25.00 

28 

*0" D 

City Temple Institutional Society 

500.90 

28 

"R" D 

Tabernacle Community Church 

LOO.CjO 

28 

"S" B 

Civic Symphony Society 

250.010 

30 


Spanish American War Veterans 

24.00 

50 


Visiting Nurse Society 

10 . 0 b 

31 

6501-C 

St. John's Cathedral 

100.00 

31 

6502-C 

National Tuberculosis Ass’n. - 

5 . 0 b 



Boulder Community Hospital - Bonds 

5.000.0D 




•'$65,392.25 \ 

Item 16 


Other deductions authorized by law 

I 1 



Office Expense for year 1928 

• ! 

$25,251^9J . 

/ 


./ 


387 


I 

I 







CO 

0) 

oo 


JrmtoLtu xta! th*^t 
btmiiBinni ifysai 




Vo For Calendar Year 1929 



^ i ( au Wtu - 

att.rbh 


INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX RETURN 

FOR NET INCOMES ROM SAURIES Oft WAGES OF MORE THAN ISjtOO 

AND INCOMES ROM BUSINESS, PROFESSION. RENTS. OR SALE OF PROPERTY 


Ps Nrt Writafa TWeie S» «ctF; 


fa. 

c»rfe. 



Serlsl 


300400 


n. TVs IUn Wi* At C i h dsr sf Uni Iwi he Tw DMtt e* m Belese Muck IS. ly* 

ntiKT Hxtm. ak» trmni rtaiffl-Y mxw £ I ✓' 

. LaW.kLCiL&e._G. . ..Hri _A^.|.L® 0 ^.j 

.*? .6. 0...H.L<j.h..5.iXt f.et' .XU.^rr.i.l?.. 

HniiWiuU,«nilM| J - - J, 


.M.e.nv.G.x. . 3?.env:c.x.. 

(Po* «AoO (OocMj) 


O ccwf i rton 


Uni (I.S.t.a to. . .S.e.n.ihtaX.:. 


1 


‘ c - k ^Tser> 





As.. 



/, 


1. At* you a ellisen or reddeot VA ~ 4- Were you married and living with husband \V 

of ik* United States? .. ICO. ....— or wife on the Lut day fifyour taxable year? ___ 

2. If you filed a return for 1928, to yi ft. If not, were you OO tfip last day erf your taxable yenr supporting 

what Coflee lor', office wee it eeotf Jujt.O.Z.Q.M j.h-. O.l.Cti...- .. In your koueeboMpine or more persona closely related to yo»f._‘.*_ 

1 I. this n joint return 1 / 7. If your vtatua In rapect to questions 5 and ft changed V - 

of hualend end wlM/Ti?.---,--_ during the year. .tate date and nature of ctiAnr<L._'/fXi.. 

t Stale name of husband or wifa If a At K A A \<1 t q n ret YhlPP^A How many dependent persona (other than husband or wifa) under 

aeperate return wa* made and the *% „ / 1 18 year* of age or incapable of aelf-aupport were receiving Ihelr 0 

Collector', office where It waa mo%.J^<?..n.lCJt..*.t.O.Cf.lP. .. chief support from jou on the laat day of your taxable yeer ?.AV.rr.(?.. ?. 



caJSKl 


c.-.cc. 


, ~e.INCOME 

• 1. Salaries, Wage*, Commissions, rte. (at^» uu ul sllnes <* sectors') 

U rut*d£ tate. 6 k f.n/fte.. JttkAti/r.y/ofl± & C 

1 

fitixsibt froi^Bualnee. or Profession. (rtcotcU^ill^.—- 

/ 3. InterMon Bank Deposits, Note*, Corporation Bonbaetr?'(exeept intyeat on^«5i^d^o?^nV^/^S... 

4. Ic.tr net o4 Tecdreo Covenant Bon da Uyfyi a Tax ru^i^IlTcciw. JjtO <ttfac4£.4.i6(*I\ 

Income from Partnership*. (lui..w.diiave.)- 


I ‘ 


ft. Income from Pidudarle*. (tun cure ea rf >toe ). 


rzt; 


(a)- 

(k)- 




1 


l.Ji> 

LL 

V#3 


0M 

/7.r.- 

QO0 


! 60 . 

rt.9 

ft 

% 


X/ 


12. 


Total Incest* or Irate. 1 to II.. 


ri&Aj&t 


13. Interest-Paid--uA. 

14. Tuea Bald. (Iiphla la ftetrelal. f)- 

15. Louee by Vlre, BtorrfS, etc. (r.rku In T.11..I ^ 


•"‘•K.NT 

itf f.cX) ^. Sc<-.4fa.cAj?.(/£hfci »_. 

_i. h.e/>.&tfacA.c</.sA< , s) . 




1ft. Ba.jD.btl (r..4^i. kMd.».. L:, S.C^JfacAed^l ... 

17. Cocitrlbutlona. (E^W. la MM. T) -. S.teit£fa6&Ca£&£* 3f- 

18. Other Deduct’ . Authorised by Law. (*ip*W3?gt>y>»yJ^^^3r.f—^ 

Total ikitrccnoKw nc Ira us 13^t> UUlU - - 11J3I \J-: ■ -- - ---- 


JA 


m 


. / 

77 

Jo 


m 


Z 

MW. 

M 


m 


n 


19. 

20 . 


Nit luooua (Item 12 mlpua Itedt. 1 i itj - .^13^ 


21^ 


»r 


A 


W7 


7 . 33 . 


i7J 


m 


Ml 


i 


o.7mm 




COMPUTATION OF TAX <*ee Inetmcthm *3) 


21. Earned Income (not over 

22. Leas Personal Exemption 


23. BaUnce (Item 21 mlnui II) . 

24. Amount taxable at*H% (not over 

34,000)_. 

25. Amount taxable at •% (not over 

34.000).„.VL.. . . 

2ft. Amount taiabl* at fS% (balance 
over 38,000 of Item 23)- 

27. Normal Tax of Item 24) ... 

28. Normal Tax (3% of Item 25) 


29. Normal Tax erf Item 2«)- 

30. 8urlax on Item 21- 

31. Taxon Earned Netlneem* (total 

of Items 27 to 80)....— 

32. Credit of 25% of Tax (not over 
_ 23% of Item* 30, 44.45. and 4ft) 


|i /oMfya. 

1 .mmoi- 

\x.S,7Z&Q0. 

\M,m4 

jm 

.: 

p. 

: t 

QO* 
HO.-. ’ 


io.l 

x 

m 

1 . 13 

tfd 


33, jlet Inooqia (Herd 20 ab*re). 


Intereel < 
etc. Ot 


h 10 )- 


3ft. Credit forDependenla.... 

37. Personal Exemption- 

3^. Total of Itcma 34 to 37- 

f . 

j/4. Balance (Item 33 minus 38) - 
40. Amount taxable atft^4% (no 
over 34,000)- 


nee (Item 39 ml^pj 40) ... 

Amount taxable at ♦% (not 

over 34,000)- 4J- - 

Amount taxable at (Hem 
41 mlnua Item 41).._ 


% (?T¥J05 A.t!v ' 44. Normal Tax ( 
JO. I''45. Normal Tax | 

...wu 

. mnL\ 

...jSomq. 




nm 

y,m. 


Mom 
Mm o 


i of Item 42) . 


4ft. Normal Tax of Item 43) .. 
,47. Surtax on Item 20 (eee Instruc- 

1 lion 33).... 

48. Tax on Net Income (total of 


^of Item 40 ) -J 3 - J \6 

. 90 

JM 



Items 44 to 47) 

>49. Tax on Capital Cain or Loas 
(12M% of Col. 8, 8chcd. D). 
Total of or difference between 

Items 48 and 49... 

51. Le*s Credit of 25% of Tai on 
^ Earned Income (Item 32) —. 

| (52. Total Tax (Hem 60 mlnua 51) -j 

.83. Lees Income Tax Paid at Source. 
|f/54. Income Tax paid to a foreign 
country or U. S. poeseaalon...^ 
i. Balance of Tax (Hem 62 mr 
Hems 53 and 61)—. 


QO'y 

m:s' 




yj wmw ■■■' 

ftnsB 


/3\i£T' 


zmM' 

TsDintt Y 


AFFIDAVIT 


belief, 


I swear (or affirm) that this return, Including lbe accompanying schedules and statements,has been examined by me, and to the beat of my I® 
/, Is a true and complete return made In good fsith for the taxabfe year elated, pursuant to the Revenue Act of 1928 and tbe Regulations Issued 



and 
thereunder. 


A 


Sworn to aed subeerlbed before^mj 


(U nton to by 

this_ _ _day of 

lisputy 


r, tas rsssoa then** amt U ssaU4 00 
_, 1930. e- 


ol c Him s dmle i ivv lae cslk) (Tills) 

An amended return must be marked “Am e nded” at top of return 


'•'err . 



(AMnss defeat) 

Checks and drafts will be accepted only If payable at par 


ro 

ci 

-.A 


*— UI&* 
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SCHEDULE A—IN' 


-inc£'£ 


FROM C < PROFESSION (Pee Instruction 2) 

— ■ ■ - •—* x * ro r r:gy taa n - -=r - - 


]. Total receipts from business or profession (slate lied of business)_ 


Con or Goods Solo 

2. Labor..—___ 

#. Malarial and supplies___ 

4. Merchandise bought for salo.—__ 

6 . Other coals (itemite below or on ecparato aheet). 

6 . Plus Inventory at beginning of year___ 

Total, (Lines 2 to 6 )....— --- 

' &. Ue»(oTer,t <«7 at end of year- 

ft. N ST Cost crttoona Bou> (IJne7 minus I Joe 8 ) .!$ 




tyttr "C, M or ”C or M,” on Liraa d *rd 8 to indieAte whether 
tnTtntoric* Are valued At cc*t, or cost or uxxrket, whichever is lower. 


I'tpUiiAtion of deductiocu 
ix.ed on Line* 6 and 16. 


S& 




Oths. Business Didoctions 


10. Salaries not Included aa *■ labor,"In Line 2. (Do 

not deduct compensation for your services)... 

11. Interest on business indebtedness to otbssv._ 

12. Taxes on business and business property_ 

13. Losses (explain In table at foot of page).. 


14. Bad debts arising from sales or services_ 

16. Depreciation, obsolescence, and depletion (ex¬ 
plain in table provided at foot of page). 

16. Rent, repairs, sid other expenses (itemised 
below or on separate sheet).. 


17. 


Total. (Lines 10 to 16)...I 


u... 


18. Total Deductions (Line 9 plus Line 17)_ 

19. Net Psom (line I minus line 18) (Enter as Item 2)..l|. 


SCHEDULE D-INCOME FROM RENTS AND ROYALTIES (See Instruction 7) 


1. Kun»o» Ftofim 

1 Aworn 
Kzcxjtid 

X Costoa Vmi 

Ator March i, t»iSw 
WlYlUll OtRATIl | 

4. lHriimnoa 

(Eli La: a la UtS# 

Rl (orA d [t|*> 

1. Ri/mi 

6. Otbir Einmu 

((UCE.IA4 UkiW) 

1. Ntr Fiont 
(Eblw u llsm !) 


_ 


»_ 


L .. 


s. 

— | 

s. 

n 

L 










































i,i r ii'ilion of deductions 
rM>\ro "o Column 6 . 


SCHEDULE C— PROFIT FROM SALE OF REAL ESTATE, STOCKS. BONDS, ETC, (gee Instruction 8 ) 


1. KUO Of PROfIRTT 

1 I>AT« AOJCTXID 

t Ahocht Rkutid 

1. DlfllOUXR 
ALLOW A Alt SlNCt 
AwnmoK 

6. Cmi oi Vaui 
as or March 1. if IS. 

€. ErMigcmt 

IHFXQVK MIXTA 

7. Nit Profit 
(E ctsr u IUq 1) 



*„..... 


$. 


t. 


}. 


$... 

















. 







. 



F •(. how property 
a cquired.. 


SCHEDULE P—CAPITAL NET GAIN OR LOSS FROM SALE OF ASSETS HELD MORE THAN TWO YEARS (Sec Instruction 8 a) 


1 tirorPumn 

% Dati 

ACQCUXR 

• n . tl 5 Diniainoa 

4 Amovxt Hbcrjtbo AUOVtlll tllKI 

Acoavnoa 

A Oort or Viics 

At o« March 1 . mi. 
WaxHtriR Obkatbr 

t. IVMlQtlkl 
Improtbmiht*. and 
CAF fTAL DlCCVTICXt 

T^Kii Ona or Lw* 


A/a Def Yi«r \ 

| Ma. D*t Yttr I 

_ J. 

a AKoen os 

1 

1 


r 

1 

1 



OR Agtrvco 

EzcHrr Exon 
Taxatior 

IX ElILM or 
luaraoa 

or Euamia 

(a) C‘.>ligstion* 4 a State, Territory, or political subdivision thereof, or 
the District of Columbia. 

.L 

t. 


AIL 





(4) Securities issued under Fcdersi Farm Loan Act or as Amended, and 
Certi 6 eatca of Indebtedness Issued after June 17. 1929. 

7 



AIL 

X X X X X X 

X X A X X X 

$. 




(c) 1 berty3X% Bonds and other obligations of United State* issued on 
or before September 1,1917, and obligations of U. S. possessions.. 
(4 L berty 4% and 4 U% Bonds, Certificates of Indebtedness Issued 
before June 18, 1929, Treasury Bonds and Savings Certificates.. 

.. 1 



AIL 


X X.X X X X 

$ 


1 



♦5. 000.... 



1 • Treasury Notes. 



1 



None. 


1 

1 

1 


.-.-.-.—.•.i. l .i Pione_|__v 

SCHEDULE F—EXPLANATION OF DEDUCTIONS CLAIMED IN ITEMS I, 14, IS, 17. AND IS 


-v 


EXPLANATION OF DEDUCTION FOR DEPRECIATION CLAIMED IN SCHEDULES A AND B 


1. Kjxo or PxoriRtT 

*f Kililiflfx, lUU m*UrUJ cl which ocejtnxtei) 

3. Date Acqctzid 

S. Aox Wimr 
Ac^vtrao 

4 rtCRABix Lars 

S f’ir»T <>• V*it*s 

A J Of March I. mi. 

Atom or I'AI t AilAtK/M CBAtiilD 

orr 

AriAR ACQCllKM l>T 

Uhkwivir Oakatb■ 

(Kithinu ci Isvn.!) 

4. Finkui jtvj 

1. TMi jmi 





$. 


t 


| 























. 

_ 

______ 








EXPLANATION OF DEDUCTION FOR LOSSES BY FIRE, STORM. ETC., CLAIMED IN SCHEDULE A. AND IN ITEM 15 


1. Kuo or pRoriRtr 

1 Dati Acqcuid 

~ Coat or Vaicx 
as or March l, lilt. 
WnCHIVKR OllATKA 

4 FrtiKQcrvT 

5. iJKfKUlATIOSI 
Allow A At t Pjhce 
AO iVl'mox 

t. fffSCRAKCX AND 

PaltagI Vaicx 

7. Dxdcckalx Lom 



1. 


$. 


|. 


1 


« 
















.. 











s-ixtu 


ro 

ci 

(\3 






























































Ajptes Memorial Sanatoriua Property. 


Income - 

Kent - Ranch House 


$116.31 

Proceeds from sale hay crop 


1.3U4.81 

fL,241.1lNr 

Total Revenue 


Expanses - 

Taxes 

$559.42 


Water Rent 

305.00 


Seod for crops’ 

-13^25. 

tif2S.2e.62 V, 

$178.44 

Total Expenses 


Net Income 



I ten; l I Inter est - Bank Deposits. Note,*:. Corporation Bonds, gtc. 

Jan. 3 ; .Nevada California Electric Corp. - Debentures 
16' tnevy Chase Club - Bonds 

26 J2rs. Harriott B. ?.fci teheed, - Mtgs. Receivable 
Mar. 21 Mrs. Harriett B. -ehead, " M 

22 Alaneda Invest:.... -o. - Notes $300.00 

loos accn. .‘n.’-rest 250.00 

50! Zip Abrasivo ..o. - Note 
30' Gerald Hughe.. - N.te 
Apr. 2— Nevada California Eloctrie Corp. 5's 

a Ne* Orleans T.. as it Mexico Ry. Co. - 3onds 

Z't Mrs. Huth 0. u..punter - Mtges. Receivable 
Costilla It. cates Development Co. - 3onds 
May 8 Southern California Tel. Co. - 3onds 
13 Bear River Club Co. - Bonds 

23 I. I. Calfar - Roto 
June 5 Zip Abret.iv* Co. - Note 

,”rc. Harriett 3. IThitehcad - Mtgs. Receivable 

15 Zip Abrasive Co. - Note 

July 11 Nevada Cal if 0J r..a Electric Corp. - Debentures 
Chevy Chase Club - Bonds 
23 Zip Abrts.' e Co. - Note 
Aug. 20 Zip Abrisi -e Co. - " 

Sept. 18 Alaneda I: veataent Co. - Note 

Zip Ar -la.'.ve Co. - Note 

Oct. 1-' Nevada Callipmie Electric Corp. 1st 5's 

11 Net. O'-letins Texas & Mexico Ry. - Bonos r 

21 i Zip l ra?tve Co. - Note 

II hnrr?:tf. 'hiteheed - Htgs. Receivable 

30 Cor.tu.xa urates Development Co. - Bonds 

lev. 5 Southern California lei. Co. - Bonds 

10 Mrs. Ruth 0. Caro enter - Utgs. Receivable 
13 V.rs. Ka^iirtt B.‘Thitehe&d- " " 

Id Zip Aortal.ve Co. 

Dec. 6 Bear River Club Co. - 3onas 

16 Zip Abi-*eivo Co. - Note 
20 I. Z. aiaffer - Note 

Interest received for year from deposits at following banks 

31 Nat ional Metropolitan Bank - Washington, D. C. 

Fir: .. tionai Eank - Denver, Colo. 

Denver N-tionai Bonk " " 

Famers l sposit National Bank - Pittsburg, Pa. 

Internet .or.al Trust Co. - Denver, Colo. 

31 Mrs. *. it the V.. Campbell 


$10,320,001 

687.50] 
57.50 l 
15-00 | 


650.0CT! 
285.06 | | 

62.50 ] , 

3,376.oo»i . 

3,500.00 ] 1 
45.00 ' 
7o.oo ; 
1,250.00 1 t 
70.00 !■! 
30.00 j . 
75.00 y 
11.25 I 

47.50 I- 
10,770.00 j* 

687.50 !' 
45.00 !« 

42.50 1; 
300.00 L 

40.00 1 
9,575.00 1 
3,500.00'1 

37.50 
11.25 
70.00 

1,250.00 

30.00 

7.77 

35.00 

70.00 

32.50 
50.00 

4,586.32' 
3,644.47 
2,307.93 
920.65 v 
125.52 N 
556.00 


$66,006.22 
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L. C. P. 


Incomo Tax 1929 


it— 4 Interest on Tax Free Covenant Bonds 


Jan. 5 Denver & Salt Lake Ry. lot Mtge. 6 'b 
8 Cuba Chmpeny-Debantures 

16 Denver Tranway Corp.-Bonds 

16 Los Angeles Pacific Co. - Bonds 
16 Prassad Steal Car Co. " 

Fab. 2 Norfolk & Southern Ry. Co. n 

19 St. Paul & Kansas City Short Lina Ry. - Bonds 
Mar. 20 Denver Tranway & Terminal Co. - Bonds 
Apr. S United States Steel Corp. - 50 Ir. S% Bonds 

8 Denver & Salt LaJce Ry. Co.- Income Bonds 

26 Northwestern Terminal Ry. Co. - Bonds 
May 2 Virginian Railway Co. - Bonds 

4 United States Steal Corp. - S.F. Bonds 

Lass accrued interest 
8 Cuba Railroad Co. - Bonds 

June 1 ’ Carolina Clinchfiald & Ohio Ky. - Bonds 

United States Steel Corp. - 50 Tr. 5% Bonds 
10 Carolina Qinchfleld & Ohio Ry. - Bonds(accrued) 
Virginian Railway Co. - ” 

19 United States Steel Corp. - S.F. Bonds 
Less accrued interest 

United States Steal Corp. - 50 Ir. 5's(accrued]~ 

28 Atchison Topeka & Santa Fe - Debentures $225.00 

Less accrued interost _ 81.51 

July 2 Denver & Salt Lake Ry. 1st 6's 
U Los Angelos Pacific Co. - Bonds 
Cuba Coapdhy - Debentures 
Denver Tranway Corp. 

Preened Steel Car Co. - Bonds 
log. 1 Norfolk & Southern Ry. Co. - Bonds 

1 St. Paul & Kansas City Short Line Ry. - Bonds 
Sept.16 Denver Tramway Terminal Co. - Bonds 
loV. 1 United States Steal Corp. - S.F. Bonds 

5 Cuba Railroad Co. - Bonds 

Dec. 6 Atchison Topeka & Santa Fe - Debentures 


$7,700.00 

1.545.26 


$5,069.45 

2.460.00 




$10,116.00 
/ 2,250.00j 
1,812.50; 

2 , 000 . 00 ! 

* 1,250.00 ! 
*,750.00 
5,575.00 , 
1,250.00 
250.00 i 
71,478.00 ' 
700.00 
7,000.00 ! 

I 

6,554.74 
550.00 ! 
5,000.00-j 
575.00 ! 
275.97 • 
1,572.60 ; 

i 

2,609.45 j 
1S2.78 


I 


145.69 
10,116.00 
2,000.00 
2,250.00 
1,812.50 
1,250.00 
5,750.00 
5,575.00 
1,250.00 
200-.00 
550.00 , . 

— A 

$149,,042.25 I 


J 
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L. C. y. Income Tax 1329 


I ten V 

Kents end Novelties - Schoduie -> 






! Kino or 

Name of Building 

Amount 

Taxes 

Othei* 

Property 


of Rant 


Expenses 

Pittsburgh. Pa. 

Keel istase Co. - Agents 



1 

TOnenent at 




j 

i 

Porer - Bricx 

Ssott Place 

$4,675.02 ✓ 

*2,201.56 S 


Store - Brick 

Third Avenue 

2,737.76 * 

2,169.a s 

*6.75 

Stores & 




88.2(7 

Flats - Bricx 

SJ00-2-4 Penn Avenue 

9,443.15 ✓ 

5,663.20 * 

Stores & 



• 

! 

Flats - Brick 

5306-3-10 Penn Avenue 

6,666.06 ^ 

5,207.31 * 

467. Zj3 

Denver, Colo. 

L.F. Bcpich, Inc.-Agents 





V.ort Colfax Avenue 



j 


Plots A - H inclusive 

2,350.82 ✓ 

/ 1,729.43 / 




SI 

SI 

5562.4^ 


Note - Cost of ordinary r 

epairs, running 

J 


expenses and coramissionc 

are deducted by 

; 


agents before remitting. 



! 


Total Rentals neceivod 


*27,517.81 

! 


Taxes Paid 

*17,970.76 


; J 


Otner ixpensos(InsuranceJ 

562.45 


11 

/ 


Total nxpenoes 


13.523.21 



Operating Income 


8,934.60 v. 


1 

Leas Depreei»ticn(see 

attached sheet) 7.730.16 / 



Net Cain 


51,24S.44-(V 





(P 



j 

i 

i 

i 


! 

i 


372 


i 









286 


i 
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i 

i 

i 


C. P. Incosc Tax 1329 
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L. C. P. 


Income Tax 1923 


8 Profit fron solo of heal Estate, Stocks. Bonds, ute. 


Sept. 16,1929 sold $35,000 face value abovo ctf:;. for 
Mar.15,1923 bot above ctfs. 3 par 

Net Sain this transaction 


$35,010.94 

we 


• 94K 


(Held less than two years) 

June 21,1929 $458,000 face value of bonds sold *9 $110. $431,600.00 
June 10,1929 the oonds bot <S $110(5eo list attached) 481.800.00 ■ 


No gain or loss in this transaction. 

$62,000 face value bonds sold O $110 
The bonds cost (See list attached) 

Net profit this transaction 

NoV.1,1929 $5000 face value bonfla 
called d $110 

The bonds cost (bee list attached) 

Net profit this transaction 
Total net profit 


$68,200.00 

67.442.50 


$5,500.00 


7.50 Mf/ 


$57.50 


Total net profit all sales 


Fourth Liberty Loan oonds. 

Dec.2,1927 bot $50,000 face value bonds for 
Sept.16,1929 30ld above bonds for 

Shotting net loss in this transaction of 


Total loss all transactions 


$825.94 


$52,015.50 


2,578.0Q 
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IDLiOtfWf- BONDS SOLD 0. S. STEEL CORP. JUNn 21, 1329 « 110 (62 in nuaber) 


yond Do's 


Box. from Date Cost' Bond No 1 3 Bot iron Date 


5,060 E.A.P. 4-18-29 

7,977 

•• 

11,671 

M 

11,673 

It 

12,126 

n 

18,157 

a 

21,371 

ft 

21,373 

11 

22,023 

N 

24,515 

H 

26,445 

N 

26,446 

II 

27,755 

N 

32,294 

4-30-28 

35,664 

4-18-29 

36,216 

n 

59,296 

4-30-28 

39,784 

4-18-29 

44,879 

n 

44,880 

11 

44,882 

M 

44,883 

II 

46,903 

II 

49,927 

N 

51,812 

It 

55,653 

M 

56,395 

It 

64,614 

4-30-28 

66,278 

4-18-29 

74,707 

4-30-28 

82", 5 56 ■* 

4-18-2: 

82,336 ■» 

II 

82,338 " 

It 

88,205 " 

n 

91,723 " 

n 

95,283 ■ 

N 

98,026 " 

n 

99,438 " 

11 


*1,087.50 

1,087.50 

1,087.50 

1,087.50 

1,087.50 

1,087.50 

1,087.50 

1,087.50 

1,087.50 

1,087.50 

1,087.50 

1,087.50 

1,087.50 

1,090.00 


Forwarded 

102,022 

102,800 

109,198 

127,763 

150,156 

152,658 

137,727 

145,673 

145,673 

154,258 

154,239 

155.566 

155.567 


4-13-23 


1,087.50 155,568 
1,087.50 155,569 
1,090.00 155,570 
1,087.50 161,371 
1,087.50 170,703 
1,087.50 173,148 
1,087.50 175,101 
1,087.50 190,839 
1,087.50 192,871 
1,087.50 195,195 
1,087.50 
1,087.50 Total 
1,087.50 
1,090.00. 

1,087.50 
1,090.00 
1,087.50 
1,087.50 
1,087.50 
1,087.50 
1,087.50 
1,087.50 
1,087.50 
1,087.50 , y 

1.087.50 // 
42,422.50 y 


4-30-23 


4-18-29 


4-30-28 

4-18-29 


542,42}:. 50 
1,087. 
1,08T. 
1,087. 

i.oef. 

1,087. 

1,037. 
1,037. 
1,087. 
1,087. 
1,090. 
1,03<>. 
1,08?. 
1,087. 
1 , 08 ?. 
1,087. 
1,037. 
1,087. 
1,08?. 
1,03?. 
1,087,. 
1,0901. 
1,087. 
1.087. 


Total 62 Bonds (Avg. cost|1067.78) $67,442,. 


FOLLOWING BONDS CALLED 31 U. 5. STEEL COKP. NOV. 1,1323 4 110 (5 in nuaber) 

(Bonds held less than two years) 


Bond No's 

194,813 
194,948 
195,022 
197,246 
198,769 • 


Bot iron 


£.A.P. 


4-30-28 


4-13-29 


51,090.00 
1,030.00 
1,087.50 
1,037.50 
1.087.50 
$5,442.50. 
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Income lay. 


1323 



It IT. J 


Dividends on Stock of Domestic Corporations, 


Jen. 


Feo. 


Mar. 


Apr. 


May 

Juno 1 

« 

w 

5 

July 2 
2 
2 
2 

6 
6 

IS 

25 

Aug. i : 
2 ! 
20 
20 
22 
51 

Sett.4 
S 

Oct. 1 
2 
2 
2 

2 • 


22 

.Nov. 1 

16 , 
30 ! 
Dec. 2 : 

2 

2 I 
23 


o 

16 

24 

1 

2 

Is 
23 
2 V 
1 
1 
1 


2 

4 

4 

4 

5 

16 
18 I 
22 
2 

29 


United otates Steel Corp. - Con. 

Denver Tramway Corp. - Prof. 

International Trust Co. 

First Nationul Bank 
First Inoustrial Sank 
Pressed Steel Car Co. - Pref. 

Mountain States Telephone & Telegraph Co. 
Harbison Walker Refractories Co. - Prof. 
Nevada California electric Corp. - Pref. 
Cuba Company - Pref. 

Citrus 3elt Securities Inv. Co. 

Hutson it Manhattan «. k. Co. - Pref. 
United States Steel Corp. - Pref. 
itr.roison aalker Refractories Co. - Com. 
Atchison Topoka it Santa Fe - Com. 
Cleboume Realty Corp. 

United States Stoei Corp. - Com. 

First Industrial Bank 
First National Bank 
International Trust Co. 

Denver Tramwty Corp. 

Pressed Steel Car Co. - Pref. 

Mountain States Telephone St Tclograph Co. 
Moffat Cool Co. 

Karbison V.alker Rofr&ctorie? Co. - Pref. 
Nevada California Hoc trie Corp. - Pref. 
United States Steel Corp. - Pref. 

Atchison Topeka & Santo Fe - Com. 

Hudson & Manhattan R. R. Co. - Com. 
Harbison Walker Refractories Co. - Con. 
United States Steel Corp. - Com. 

First National Ban* 

International Trust Co. 

First Industrial Bank 
Pressed Steel Car Co. - Pref. 

Denver Tramway Corp. - Pref. 

Mountain States Telephone St Telegraph Co. 
Harbison Walker Refractories Co. - Pref. 
Cuba Company - Pref. 

Nevada California Dloctric Corp. - Pref. 
Proctor it Caable Co. - Com. 

Hudson & Manhattan R. R. Co. - Pref. 
Oklahoma Railway Co. - Pref. 

United States Steel Corp. - Pref. 

Atchison Topeka & Santa Fe - Com. 

Harbison V.alker Refractories Co. - Com. 
First Industrial Bank 
Pressed Steel Car Co. - Prof. 

United States Steel Corp. - Con. 

First National Bank 
International Trust Co. 

Denver Tramway Corp. - Pref. 

Mountain Status Telephone 4c Telegraph Co. 
Harbison V.alker Refractories Co. - Pref. 
Nevada California Hectric Corp. - Pref. 
Proctor & Gamble Co. - Com. 

United States Steel Corp. - Pref. 

Hudson 4c Manhattan R. R. Co. - Com. 
Atchison Topeka & Santa Fe - Com. 

Harbison V.alker Refractories Co. - Com. 
First Inoustrial Bank 


i 



«■ I 

$73,500.00 j 
f 825.00 j 
729.00 

1,320.00 ! 

130.50 ! 

87S.00 
4,824.00 
575.00 ! 

*''35,000.00 i 
350.00 ! 

•'S33.00 l 
350.00 
8,750.00 
2,500.00 i 
1,300.00 
»13,775.00 
73,500.00 ^ ; 

130.50 

1,920.00 | 

405.00 j 
1 825.00 ! 

875.00 
4,324.00 
13,440.00 
375.00 
t 35,070.00 
8,750.00 | 

1,300.00 
1,962.60 
2,500.00 . 
73,500.00 ■> \ 
1,920.00 
405.00 

217.50 
A 875.00 
*■ 825.00 
4,824.00 

375.00 
350.00 
J 35,070.00 
400.X 
350.X 

6,625.X ; 

8,750-X 
1,300.X 
2,5X.X 
IX. 50 i 

375.X 

84,000.X j 

1,320.X | 

405.X 
\ 825.X 
4,824.X 
375.X 
v35,070.X 
5X.X 

8.750. X 
2,747.X 
1,SX.X 

3.750. X 
87.X 

$575,453.X 




i 
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C. P. Income Tide 1323 ' 

I 


Item 10 Taxable Interest on Liberty Loan Bor.dr 


j 

Obligetiono 

• 

- 

Prii ciyaJ 

! 

i 

iWunt [interest oh 




Amount 

OvT.ed in 

anount in ! 

or 

Intoroiit 

Amount 

ijcciapt 

excess of 

>*xcerc of j 




iro.u 

ex emotions 

exemptions* 

Securities 

Received 

Owned 

Taxatio: 


i 

Moffat Tunnel Bones 

513,750.00 

5250,000.00 

All 

X XXX XX 

X XXX XX | 

Colorado State liighway Bas. 

7,500.00 

150,000.00 

n 

X XXX XX 

X XXX XX ; 

City & Co. Denver bater " 

10,350.00 

250,000.00 

n 

x xxx rjc 

x xxx xx ! 

Denver School District " 

4,500.00 

100,000.00 

n 

X XXX XX 

x xxx xx ! 

First Liberty Loon Si's 

24,500.00 

700,000.00 

H 

X XXX XX 

X XXX XX ! 

U.S.Trees.Cert.of Ind.4^'s 

840.44 

35,000.00 

5,OOO.OC 

30,000.00 

602.34 1 

Fourth Liberty Loon 4>'s 

6,870.83 

150,000.00 

None 

ISO p Ot/O ■ J*j 

6,870.83 ; 


35 



180,000.00’' 

7,473.77 ^ 


Net Taxable 

V 

Interest 



l 

57,473.77 '/ 






: 










| 

i 

i 


j 

s 

I 

i 


i 
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26 


L. C. t>. 


Incor.e Tax 1323 


I tor. 1C Interest r.tlc; 

May 16, Interest >cia Collie tor of Internal Revenue, 
1323 Denver, Colorado, on additional assessment 

fqr year 1327, per aaoadec return filed 


$27.37 


Ttea 14 Taxes Paid 


Jan. 26 
Feb. 15 


~ar. 

6 

Apr. 

13 

July 

22 

Sc;jt« 

,26 

Oct. 

15 

UoV. 

18 


Jan. 20 
Nov. 26 


Colorado Auto Licence 1323 $3.60 I 

Sinara! County 1328 713.36 ; 

City & County Denver - 1st naif 1323 8,147.30 j 

District of ColusLia-lst fitlf 1323 Real istatc Taxes 2,071.12 
Los Angeles 2nd Half 1328 Taxes 301.73 

City U County Denver - 2nd Half 132o Taxes 6,382.57 ; 

District of Colunbia-£nd naif 132e Real -state Taxes 2,071.12 
California Auto Licensee 1323 51.05 

Lon Angeles 1st Half 1323 Taxes 1,207.35 ! 

Taxes on Club Dues, etc. -I.0a3.73 j 


Less-Refund City u co.Denvor 1328 Taxes 1st Half32.64 

" " " " " " « H a n d n 5£.d4 


- Sx 

523,250.13 l/j 

4 J 

4 6 5.63 /; 

$23,134.45 X\ 


V" 

' .»’■ 1 

*> *r - 

1 V* 

• s . M‘ • * 

\ N- ‘ 


bsr So°o^ j 


f :. s * 




/S' 

j/rCJLA* 


4 


'X 




/iH* 
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L. C. ? 


Income Tax 1.J23 



I tea 16 


Deductions 
Bad Deb*:: 


Dec. 31 


■■il.ia.-, C. Nutter. 


On Juno 27, 132o I loaned Miliar. C. Butter, a 
chauffeur in ay onploy Tor tn-3 past 10 yo.ers, 
51,Sd7.39 for tha purpoco of establishing a filling 
station in Denver, ho -oft ny employ at that time 
for this purpose, me venture v;as not successful 
ena he solo out early in January 1320, disposing of 
the assets and returning with nis family to Vasnir.g- 
ton, D. C. .‘Jo interest or paynentc a/c of principal 
nave seen made ana as ho is unemployed at present i 
have charged acne off of ny socks as a to tea. loss. 


Sl,5d7.33] 

I 


Dee. 31 


.Tnoses 1. touts..-/. 

On Septenber 26, 1327 I loaned Tnomas E. P.oncay 
of Denver, bo-orado, 5300.00 for the purpose of 
completing his eaucstion. No interest or parents 
account of principal, nave doer, nuas on u.is account 
ana all efforts to correct have bear, futile. In fact 
I an not aware of his whereabouts at the present time 


33o0.00 / 


Total sod Debts 


51 , 3 d /.0 ‘ 


I 


j 

' | 

I 

i 

I 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

I 

i 

I 

i 

i 

i 

i 

j 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

I 

I 
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264 


I 


L. C. 


Ino5..o T.jc I>£j 

X -cjcii jr.s. 


1 


it**i 

( 

CcFTtbeT.io-.r. 


i 


Jan. 5 

1 

i w>-m r 

•• A 

C.ii_<: ie=a;.:*ca Council i< *^ 

•Ky 

i 

i 

Si, dJOi00 

1 

6cco^...v 

American lotion, ;achinyton, E. C. 


40 ir 


X 

1hS£_m 

.’rl' - a.'»or-; Relief Society 


lODjOO 


***• 

3o- ra of Lduc .vlon, C. 


Svl 00 


14.->4 

"i v vv .id Iror.ria?-" Cotr.it v.c 


iOujoO 

11 

j 433 i-Y 

0-.j_orj-.be V.oten'i- Cux-c 


10,000; '■'O 


1460-M 

—l/'ot -olo.v.ti&n Sooiet.. 


IDO j». 

HO 


65 J )-MC 

w w ■ 0 Okie* ^ i» i/d till X. ''til i 


45 .'00 

£3 

1467-: 

S/OMMtukli* rft.C. « V T *. Itwi.ktl ^ VV»i| t 


5,000^00 

C i'O* *!•- 

C666-:;c 

Ft. Cohn's Csthoural 


lOOJOO 

tier. 20 

6735-HC 

r.nr I jnb i"rr ."oii A; 


soJoo 

i’j 

1 11 

V .1)^1 !1 ' .luTlt Aj" ^ 11« y L'Ctl*' * 


10^00 

50 

] IT 

VeScrtnr. of Foreign Vmj, Denver 


lud.l'AJ 

Apr. - 

6/%>•>-»! C 

J it. ii .-..r ;et 


lOj.jOO 

2 

6/5J-MC 

Denver Mu: - ! 1 ' cch 


200.100 

s 

6761 

•a jtil'DpOi.1 tlUl 0p5)’>l 0 Omm« 1 O 0*.i 


les.lO'j 

IS 

6702 

Lpincopai ..o.q«. Tor the Aged 


25.bo 

13 

445S-F 

Hat'i. Ass'll, for A3 van orient of Co'.oreci 

People 

lOO.t 

0 

Ui 

2117-D 

Swedish national Sanatorium 


50. C 

10 

24 

1^05-u! 

American Legion Bulidin, 1 Paris 


1,OOO.C 

HD 

2Y 

212D-E 

St»# John 1 c Cutiflydr^i 


100 . c 

HD 

23 

4441-F 

Leonard i.ood Memorial ior eradication of 

Leprosy Fund 

i,ooo.l: 

HD 

2J 

l5io-.\: 

Tuitfegue Ilormui u Industrial Institute 


1,000.6 

KD 

SO 

1512 

Opera Echoo- of the V.ashinjtoniann 


500.00 

30 

IT 

Visiting nurse Ass'n., leaver 


25.0 

HD 

30 

IT 

highlander Soys, Inc. 


26.2 

5 

May 4 

4442-F 

Colorado Association 


5,000.3 

0 

IS 

6366-MC 

St. loan's Cathedral 


45.00 

20 

6372 

Quoen of Heaven 0rohana.;o 


25.00 

June 7 

44V1-F 

* • J* a /»• y fly fcj « 


10,000.d 

0 

1? 

69l6-*‘a*J 

Veteran r* of Foreign V.ar», Valter Reeu Post 

12.0 

J 

14 

1535 

Sw. John 1 . Cr.t..ecr*:-1 


100.0 

0 

so 

IT 

Denver Vomer.'.. Press CxUO 


50.0(0 

July 30 

IT 

Swedish national Sanatoria's 


2 .ob 

50 

IT 

Civit«o. Interna ti • m 


X0»O 

D 

SO 

IT 

Colorado St.-.to Fi •» :■•«' r ass's. 


S»5*0 

) 

Aug. 16 

W£ll p 

Cni_d Research Council 


5,000.0 

ID 

20 

7035—MO 

ot. Jonn's Gath (oral 


45.0 

} 

4k 

4431 

«• v. a. y 4/or*v .Tj v0^v• 


2,500.0 

) 

x3 

2146-D 

la...ri.’.s ; e Oosir.enit/ Church 


500.0 

J 

25 ; 

2147 

cactu. Ci-uh 


25. oJ) 

&4 

x154-FA 

Pittsbur.-'h ass'n. for Iaorovoaent of the 

Poor 

250.'JO 


IT 

Veteran Drat Corps, Denver 


50.0 

) 

Se?t.i7 

7150 

-,ir.coi : r.'.ciorisl University Lr.dow.aont 


10)0.8 


17 

450.)-? 

Civic Synpaony Society, Donvsr 


250.0 


18 

156I-T 

"Save Old Ironside:;" Committee 


100.0 


/.£> 

1153-1= 

noser tetd uosyical 


5,000.0 


2.1 

/ • 

.rl - Relief Society 


10.0 




Charity Bail, Denver 


50.0' 


Oct. 1 

:.172-Ii 

St. Barnabas Ctiurc.n 


500.0 


J 

1571-5 

..a.iontl Ass'r.. of Audobon Societies 


100.00 

0 

o50—. 

Ax- Sou ;•■ .‘ionoribx Cnurch 


1 , 000 . 00 ! 

11 

LICl-Fr. 

Y. ". C. A., lavr'i.iieville Branch 


100.00: 

Ir 

454.!-? 

Tilled Art:; Foundation 


lOO.OOi 

• ’ I 

103/- 

American Hod Cross 


soo.ooi 

r ^ | 

."1 >1-E 

St. Tohn'n Cathedral 


100.00: 

1. ^1 

’ ; - r ’ 

lie:, no - '® Baptist Cnurch 


100.00! 



Forward 

- X— 

552,436.03 |j^- 


fwX 

i 


i 

i 


i 
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Incone Tax 1329 


Inductions 


Item 17 


Contributions (continued) 





Forwardod 

i 

$52,436.00 

Nov. 

11 

. 7232-MC 

St. Jeon's Cathedral 

4S.O0 


13 

4555-F 

Denver Community Chest 

15,000.00 


13 

2203-D 

St. John's Catnodz'al 

1,500.00 


£0 

IT 

Denver University 

so.od 

Dec. 

3 

1612-W 

Seamen's Chur on Institute 

100.00 


11 

7543-MC 

Washington Tuberculosis Ass'n. 

10.00 


li 

1621-K 

American 'Ailo Fowlers Ass'n. 

100.00 


13 

1623 

Volunteers of America, Washington, D. C. 

100.00 


16 

7356-IiC 

Women's Overseas Service league 

50.00 


17 

7367-MC 

National Tuberculosis As3'n. 

5.00 


17 

1624-M 

International Grenfell Ass'n. 

150.00 


IB 

2222-D 

Pueblo labor Temple Ass'n. 

100.00 



2226-D 

St. John's Catncdrol 

100.00 


23 

"J" d 

City Temple Institutional Society 

£00.00 


SO 

IT 

Denver Tuberculosis Ass'n. * 

2.0) 


31 

1173-Fa 

SraddocA General Hospital, BrabdocX, Pa. 

5,000.00 


31 

2246-D 

Shuberts Memorial Ass'n. 

100.oO 


31 


Denver Communit” Cnest 

M n 1 ■ 1 1 



$77,348.Olli 

__ £ 





Xc-6° •. * ° 

/ vv** 

/ 


/ £'0^ '' > 
/ - t /i 

rA**'*" ,f ! 


cjk- 


(/ 
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vi .; 


-v t • •• *~t i ■ __ v, ft . 

n: . L. capltt— uSIliu. 

v.•!. ; -«o- ;-ty - L<j.;v -tl 


b • , . . J c. 


I i, ills 

!• i t •-' 


^ • «• • M» 

• i. 

S ■ • - • 

*'.>■ '* J« yt)l j • «)«/• 

Is 

».4 ce. 1 t»i. 

.. «. vie;, ci 

Tv-dim. 

. * ;;rw* 

viCV. . - 

, et 

. > ir*; .tic 

. uv. 

0 :;z Ol' 

t;.i; ■ • OV. -1 'J; 


sent oaounted to v~s,bj3.£4. This developed oortiou cswprise. 
4/Vtr.t of tno total arcs owned and ip subaiviced into 140 iota 
oi' 25 foot ironv., .. \ii-jo oap attached) 

Toe initial coat oi tain tract i: tnerricro 4/7th; oi tr.e 
ini tie— cost o-' toe whole tret or 
led insrovenents so above 
Tot'— corf. :ut>oivi<jAc! section 
Cost ,-er —ot, 5 tv ,246.30 — 14J (no* j* -otr) — 

In 1317 improvement s were made on the b/7ui? section re¬ 
maining. V.r.ter mains, oev.tr -r.c pipe- -inos v.er« i;-.io, end Ga ¬ 
lore bcr.;et ooer.ee up. The coat oi this development totaled 
534,256.52. Tr.it area comprises 2/7thr oi the total are: ana 
ir subdivided into 110 lot" oi £5 ioot frontage. 

Tno initial cost oi thi: tract it therefore 2/7tns oi the 
initial cost oi the whole area or 
Acc I .rcvomonti at abovv 
Total com this subdivided section 
Cost per lot, v^c,£67.55 -J 10 (no. .oi lots) - 


555; j, 24 7.9^ 
12. d ••‘ 0.341 
.'s;,£4e.ou~' 

.gecO.b*? 


S22,0il.02j 
14. £5 6.521 
5526, £67.55;' 
v26£.C3!: 



Lot IJo’r Cato oi ba-e ; 


1-5 incl. 4-17-23 Loiuic 1. McIntosh 

aih. 2 


6-14-5- 5 


r.L'v.r. ga; aaar. 
; i;::-t!.ilstion 


11-14 incl. 

Si*. 4 10-8-20 Frederic.; V . Long 

22-26 incl. 10-16-23 He-er. E. Miner 

5c 21 £; 

$0 -» 27 B-l2 


21,301.65 C7,136.75 | 

136.05 | 

1,450.72 4,673.50 j 

2,2-51..*3 0,875.05 j 


_.___ i _ly-... . - . 

Totals 55,654.25 j/zid, 751.3. 

■ Cos t of lots gold____ J 5, 6b4.2. 


Profit on this transaction 


813,751.35 ! 

5,6:4.55 •'V 
>.14,117.50 O' 


The above ceterair.ation of costs of lots is cimijor to utbOoc used in 
pact ye? rs in computing Income Tax. Selo* is a plat showing lots sole 
and remaining lots unsold to 1-1-20. 

Forverd Sa.4,117.50 

/ 












Incono Tfl-' . 






40 Bonds 



30WD5 5OSD U. 

S. ST'CSD COP. . 

JUNE 21, 

1329 .. 11j 

3ot i'roa 

Dat»s 

Co 3 v 

tjoiui '. 

DO * ll’jiu 

1 . 

V - - »> 

10-24-17 

V— * Jjlim V . 



T*/, 

5-19-21 

iC ‘; • Z‘- 

-j,t ■ 


V *C.cj L. 

5-4-20 

4 . f j\j ‘1 • ✓ 

73,594 

Tl 

$.)■ iVui'f'. 

5-19-21 

J5/ ■ 0 * 

73,535 

II 

V..4>.cr £. 

5-4-26 

i,067.C.' 

7j,536 

If 

II 

; : -4-i-; 

1,067.5'; 

79,537 

fl 

bp* * r*. 

.1 . 

.■57.6, 

. !,S33 

II 

7..C.& 5. 

5—i-2c 

i, .'67.5.' 

30,162 

II 

Sr.Trns'e 

5-19-21 

357.50 

3c,141 

V* • C • & Co • 

V.D.i 5. 

5-4-26 

1,007.50 

63,142 

tt 

17.J3.& S. 

5-4-26 

1,067.50 

35,567 

bo *Track 

Sp.Trr.sk 

5-1i-21 

957.50 

97,633 

n 

So.Trask 

5-19-21 

957.50 

103,569 

w 

k.D.S 5. 

5-4-26 

1,067.50 

102,297 

ti 

Y..JD.& S. 

5-4-26 

1,067.50 

105,616 

n 

Sp.Trsr.i? 

5-19-21 

957.50 

105,613 

it 

YJ.C.& C 0 . 

5-1-27 

1,035.00 

106,726 

Yt'.C.wC Co. 

Tl 

5-1-27 

1,085.00 

103,997 

Sp.Triisk 

Sp.Trask 

5-13-21 

957.50 

115,441 

II 

T..C.& Co. 

5-1-27 

1,035.00 

162,257 

II 

Sp.Trask 

5-19-21 

957.50 

167,158 

II 

So.Tr&3k 

4-21-24 

1,027.50 

167,140 

n 

Otis 

10-24-17 

1,005.00 

167,141 

tt 

Y..C.& Co. 

5-1-27 

1,085.00 

167,142 

it 

Y.D.& S. 

5-4-26 

1,067.50 

175,113 

Otis 

II 

5-4-26 

1,067.50 

173,754 

So.Trask 

II 

5-4-2'J 

1,067.50 

174,529 

Otis 

Otis 

10-24-17 

1,005.00 

177,531 

tl 

n 

10-13-13 

•i67.5U 

130,350 

If 

Sp.Trask 

5-13-21 

957.50 

131,138 

tl 

Tl 

5-13-21 

957.50 

132,437 

M 

fl 

5-13-21 

357.50 

133,714 

II 

Yi.D.£c S. 

5-4-26 

1,363.75 

131,774 

II 

If 

5-4-26 

1,063.75 

132,157 

II 

Sp.Trask 

5-19-21 

957.50 

132,156 

II 

II 

5-13-21 

957.50 

iJo, 3*5 

Sp.TrtSk 

V, .C.& Co. 

5-1-27 

X y '.'OO • SJ 

194,126 

* 

Sp.Trask 

5-19-21 

J57.SO 



V.’.C.k Co* 

5-1-27 

1,035.30 



Sn. Trr.sk 

5-19-21 

<67.50 ✓ . 

/ 



£-1 

5-13-21 
5-- J-21 
5-iJ-k. 
5-±9-i. 

5-13-21 

e-iJ-£i 

5-1-27 

5-1-27 

4- 21-24 

5- 19-21 
5-19-21 
5-19-21 
5-19-21 
5-19-21 
5-1-27 
5-19-21 

4- 21-24 

5- 19-21 
4-3-21 
4-6-21 
4-6-21 
4-8-21 
10-24-17 

4- 8-21 
10-24-17 
10-24-17 
10-24-17 
10-13-13 
10-24-17 
10-24-17 
10-24-17 
10 - 16-17 
10-13-17 

5- 19-21 
10-24-17 


■n..720|c*- 
•• 7156 
67 j 50 
Jd.|5v 
j»7J50 
?S7|50 
9 ;,. ^0 
<57 JSO. 
1,JJS^OO 
1, JBS.J90 
1,026.(75 
J5/J50 
957 j 50 
957J50 
957 jM 
957.5. 
1,08S.|00 
957.(50 
1,023075 
957.(50 
955.00 
955-bO 
955.00 
955.bO 
1,005.|30 
955.(30 

l.oos.po 

l,005.p0 
1,005.00 
367.(50 
1,005.03 
1,005.30 
1,305. bO 

967.50 
967.53 
957.bo 
1,COG.33 


2 '.. Co..-. - 10 -eo y FW«r aoscg 

£.3 sere ci' r.uaocrr if cor.d: c, and cost. 

Filloiir.,. Bend.* toilsc Me.’ 152.) . 211 m (3 in nucocr) 
~oi.d Burner .9ou».':it frsr Dote Coct 


117jG 


w-x-ii val 

£:.£.* 3 


K 

54349 


n 

26156 

Spencer Trank 

5-1 J-21 

52519 

5-1-15 val 

7353.-' 

/ Soencer Track 

5-19-21 


167153 
392c Cl 


Vot«l Cost 


4-6-21 

4-6-21 


31,002.50 

1,002.50 

1,002.50 

957.50 

1,002.50 

957.50 

955.00 ^ 

955. X' if 
37,355.00 Jr . 













WITrD STAT3S STaiL CO UP. 10-60 YlAK S.F. BONDS - SOLD 6-21-23 (154 in number) | 


10,246 

34,247 

51,394 

55,261 

1 

10,437 

44,431 

51,335 

55,262 

! 

10,805 

44,4*3 

51,336 

55,263 

i 

10,906 

44,434 

51,397 

55,264 

i 

i 

11,456 

44,435 

51,338 

55,268 

i 

11,543 

44,436 

51,399 

55,270 


11,544 

44,437 

51,400 

55,271 

! 

11,54S 

44,438 

52,105 

55,272 

j 

11,707 

44,439 

52,106 

55,273 


11,708 

44,440 

52,346 

63,375 

i 

11,710 

44,441 

52,347 

76,464 


11,752 

44,442 

52,348 

76,465 

i 

11,753 

44,443 

52,340 

82,176 

i 

11,755 

44,470 

52,350 

82,178 

| 

11,756 

44,472 

52,352 

82,179 

i 

16,357 

44,473 

52,354 

84,945 

i 

22,5*4 

44,474 

52,355 

35,657 

| 

22,533 

44,476 

53,723 

86,909 


22,540 

44,477 

54,051 

86,729 


22,541 

44,473 

54,072 

86,910 

• 

22,542 

44,480 

54,621 

105,098 


22,544 

44,431 

54,622 

112,560 


22,545 

44,876 

54,623 

126,133 

j 

22,547 

44,877 

55,242 

127,448 

i 

22,548 

50,751 

55,243 

132,395 


22,633 

50,752 

55,245 

156,658 

! 

22,640 

22,707 

22,831 

22,382 

22,883 

50,754 

50,756 

SO,327 

50,323 

50,929 

55.246 

55.247 

55.248 
55,243 
55,252 

163.570 

164,288 

167,138 

170,069 

170,070 

i 

i 

i 

22,884 

23,332 

23,552 

28,*48 
28,549 

50^030 

50,331 

50,395 

51,552 

51,354 

55.253 

55.254 

55.255 

55.256 

55.257 

17U,350 
183,062 
135,438 
135,693 
137,990 

J 

j 

i 

1 

i 

l 

20,554 

51,371 

55,258 

183,975 

i 

28,583 

51,332 

55,259 



28,624 

51,393 

55,260 


i 

Ol.lilG B0.U5 

C/HxX B v U. 5. £V. 

XX COnP. NOV. 

1, 1929 b 110 (3 

i 

in number) ! 


(Bonas bole 

more than tvo years) 

i 

3or.Q No's 

bob from 

Date 

Cost 


135,192 

So# Truhk 

2-14-23 

51,032.50 


195,193 

ti 

2-14-23 

1,032.50 

* 

103,320 

Otis 

10-18-17 

967.50 
S3,032.SO ✓ 
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t am drv DifARruiNT 
Irimiai Kiiiivi Blinti 


*7 trUMa*. 


ACr u. 




• / 'l.&.&.i'tL. 


»l*7 


I S.lt&.tt.. J 


INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX RETURN 

nt «t hums not uuus sc wicswm«im»« 

AND INCOMES PROM BUSINESS, MtOfESSION, RENTS, OR SALS OP HCOMKTY 

For Calendar Year 1990 

r *» JUs Mm Wlft fte CAd« *1 htarwl Kmm h> Tw DMU ea • 

PAINT KAMI AND AMULB rLAtW-Y HLM 


DilMMbii 


z^ 


■ HK.YNiH 



t^tu 

. . JL Q JrtiM.h. 

DQ 

—. jL+n*K.z . 

• J Y^ 1 4 * | tr '*‘ °*** M* 

-Sent.-*A m 


*«<. ■»*#, ..au JJs.lr..?Jk _ I - LAi.M/.V^nw- ^ .L., 

Vudilcd by 

‘Jolt No . fC..<f...i.. 


acsc±*t. c* nr%t nult> 


_,_>UmMI 

, 3 *swari. I ..i<fe.___- 

I * 40 * cal or y*yjT/V<i*J.ivAt tf.f biMm**- n<rw 

i m*d« and Uta ^ v I .»' T .' 18 

aglik. JttjCc A _|U 

1. Salaries Wa^ra, CemaiWoae, etc. (i 

JA r.Ue fh*ULA»h/(t±j. / fy/a» Jyti. / 

I. Imome from Buimshsor rVafeadoD. (rmiMAt). 
ft litmA oa Bank Deposit*, ffotee,‘Corporation Bomli, eto^ 

4. Int m at on Tu lmCovinaM Bondi 

ft iNNMkm rn 4aw. k» » (ftftft 




afeMiMa^ftilA bujkAeA i 
4a> of pout (aaatile veart i 

kaH 'lay of yrtiu UaaUa 1 _ 

at (UMHMa 01 (M>|> MiMvImMA. 

to <,na*4#rik « at* • A 

•Ufaaftd ut>un of cr ■ IM /f t.. 

[■raon# (ptitr than hustevartor wife) under ■ j 

fcsapftble of aalftaupport *M receiving U>eir ^ * 

“ ‘ o# yoftr Uiab)» year!_ 

I ft; C ^ H 


ft laooaaafrea. 

U< V*f 

w 

9) 





13. Tna lucowa nr Miai 1 *o 11-.----- 

. DSDUCTIONS.. 

--—-.—.yir ^ k A ——— - 

....'.2v.A, jfv.i. 4)t</.'!.&-<£.. 


13. Interest Paid_ 

14. Tmm Paid ((VpfcftleMiedele »).... 

15. Um by Fir* Star*. etc. (a^UTi 1 
Ift Had IHk (ti|UiUMJi»)..i 
17. Contribution!. (Tn^ala aft . W t). 

1ft (After Dftfuetiesj AsithortsftVky low. C T fA In lafttuduls») 
Mft. Toftat MftMFVWS'jw Imm Ift to IS.-.- 


>)--- 

.... g. . 

~Z. .. 

c . f /Cl* . 





JU 

04# 

a 


9fb 

441 

& 

AT 

uat 

awl 

la 


—Pa 


30 ._ Vtf Unw a (IW«> »3 Wjg jy.,.- 

EARNED INCOMfc CBMJTT 


y 


21. Earo#4 locosne (not over 130,080). 

22. Loss tVrsonal Exemption ami 

C nJA for IXpendenfa-- 1 

f\ TVdsm (Iimi 21 mlnu* 2M - 

* * Uaahfea 


SifeMft 


24 


Araoxii U»ahl»x%lM^(ao4ovce 

84 . 800 ).- 

20. Amount taxable at 3% (notour 

§4009).. 

28. Amount taxable at 6% (balance 
over $8,000 of Item 23). 


5 M*»m 


27. Noriaal Ta* (1H% of lt«ra 24) ... 

23. Normal Ta* (3% of Item 2o). 

29. Normal Tax (6% of Item 26). 


4 ffm 

•y# 


" jJ 




33. Net Ir.coroe (Item 20 abofc). 

IUSi 

24 . Lit<rty Rond 

nler 


--1/ ] ntereit 

]V (Item 9).. 

~~i 31. Dividend! 
4 »\ (lira) 10 ).... 

. 33. Credit for De- 


#> 

*4' 


M 


poodents. 

37. Personal Ex¬ 

emption __ 

38. Total of Items 34 to 37- 


Computation oe tax i~«r.-«K>r. Kr> 

Ntrayd Tax (IH%of IUm 40). |» 
43. lturwW Tax (»% <* It*™ «) -- 

Tax(r»«f Item 43) .. 

m Mwo » (m Inatruc- 

iiicoma (total of 


mm 




\** 


- i 39. Balance (l(crn 33 minus 3S) 
•48s 49. Amount taxable at 1M% (no 
; over $4,000).— 


30. Surtax on Item 21.. 

31. Taxon Earned Net Income (total | 

of Items 27 to 30).,* 

32. Credit of 25% cf Tax (not over j q- 

_ 23 % of Kerns 44. 4-V a nd 4b). > 


41- Balance (Item 39 minus 40) ... 

_ SzL' \X. Amount taxable at 3% (not 

over »4,000). 






43. Amount lataMo at 6% (Item 
41 minus 42)--- 



<w 


4ft 

47. Burtnoftl 

tkm 2SN ... 

40. Tax on 1*4 

Item. U to 47)... 

40/Tax on Capital Oain or loss 
S (HR% of Cd. 6, Behcl. i>). 
I '00. Total of e» diflerenee tetaeen 

\/ I ten* «• and 49....... .■ . 

^41. Lass CrtdU of *3% of Tax on 
Eanmft Icoome (Item 32) — 

59 . Total TKx (Item 50 minus 61) . 

I/*, ftnim Tax Paid at Source 
. Income Tat raid to a foreign 
country or U. 0. poaseasion 

— ...— m i 


. bteay 

.n> ^ , 

yajiMV, .-* 

- ' 

070 ' 


y55. Balance of Tax (Item 82 m 
B* M44\ SS Item, as and 54). 


AFFIDAVIT 

£5: s *^2 


I su car vvi • / »««• •— -- • . 

l>elief, is a tn:e and complete return made in gc<xl 



ereumicr. 


[ NOTARIAL I 

^ I 


//?, 

cer Rjui Ciewrinc oath) 


FUuca bmaisibjifff.V.Tbi ni»a t’bcnfocmust U mud©o 


Sworn to aod subscribed l*efore ire this.day of. 

X 


1931. 



V- 


dbeer pJoi-Bifurinj oath) tTitU) 

An amende return must be marked -'Amended” at top of return 


- *“ (LMtUS <4 BtfFLS) 

Checks and drafts will be accepted only if payable at par 


ft / 
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SCHEDULE A—INCOME FROM BUSINESS OR PROFF-SSION (Soo Instruction 2) 


f. 

2 

3. 

4. 

6. 

G. 

K 


Total receipts froi.» Imsirnsa nr profesiton (state kind of buiiuc^) 
Cost or Coon* Sold 

WhT....... |.. 


MiUriil r.r. I f i.pplic*... 

MerebnudLse t»oii;;ht (>*r r.?c.. ... 

Otln r co. 4 .i (r.iiuizc Ulo); or on cep* rate ahevt). 
Hui inventory nt U'£(ui;l(i^of year. ... . 

Total (Lines 2 to 0).. 

\* * inventory at cud of jear. 

!«. r Co>t or Go >oa Soru (Line? minus LineS) . 


S 


i .. 


i. r or "C ct M,"on Line". C mkI S to ImlU-nt© v;Lithcr 
\ min vc \nluevl at cost, or co -1 or liml.ct, v I'clicivr h lower. 


11. 

12 . 
13. 

It. 

!5. 

10. 

17. 

IS. 

10 . 


E»o* notion of tle.lufiions 
els I cn l.iii- s S and 10. 


.-...-. $ . 

Otiu i. IU’sin’etj Dcoccrioxa 

Salaries tk 4 . irdudelas 44 Laltor,” in Line?. (Do | 

not deduct coaj]>crjMtiori for your cervices)... } ... . 

Interest en bu.-Ir:c#s iri lobtcdncss to others.... J..... 

Taxes on builrccs and biHncw property.!.• ... 

Losses (explain i.*. I able at foot of pa^e) ...... L . .. . 

Bad dcl tr arhi'i" fror.i rales er service.*.. . J .. 

Depreciation, obredorruor, nod «I.-j*V:um (ex- 1 
( SaiV ii t. l:K proki Ld: t («« t« f (u • » ' . 

Kent, i pa*.*, ari l otl» r » *|k v: • (i ; 

txlow or on Kpojatc dice!).. 1 _. _._ 

Toial llioti 10 to 1C). . . I 

Totai, Decictiona (S.inc 0 plus Line 17) ... I . 

Ktr r l VnnT (l.lw 1 mint* L ine I S) (H nl.r r< lien 21 $ 


SCHEDULE n INCOME FROM RENTS AND ROYALTIES (See Instruction 7) 


1 Knoorlb.rr.it j 

J. 1 tel \ ALL l 

AS«>r Mijko l. u.\ 

\N filCtlJ cm (l»l Cl 1 

4. iuikuur.' ■* 

(f'i:iEoiQh* li (. laruu 

k* fv4 cf f«3fp> 

6. <irn»* } tiis i s i 
tltteiixd t«lo«) | 

7. Nrl I'aor.T 
(Ttitpr nllmr) 

.1,. 


1 

$ 

Is.1. 

, . 

.. 


1 


i 


1 .!. 


.1. 


1 . 

. 

1 


1 1 

' 

| 


1 


1 


1 !.. 


. 1 . 



lilpiniiAtIon < i c!«tuc!ion» 
tUimed in Column C__ 


SCHEDULE C—PROFIT FROM SALE OK REAL ESTATE, STOCKS, BONDS, ETC. (See Infraction t) 


1. Kisser rumti 

2 Pm /r^'.uio 

| a AMOUNT HrilQiB 

4 I'M »'»' 

AltOV A* LE Fisce 

Ace 

y i 7 ortot \ a*» 

ASC 9 illLlll. It 11, 

WnxMim OVtmi 

6. i*CK» IQ. ikf 

IVrlUIVIMl 

1 . Net P»om 
(Enter u Item I) 



c 

1.1 

j.I. 

.1. 

t . 


t. 





1 1 

1 

1 







.i. 


I 





I* w pi T'lly 

nr.A nnjired ... ................ 

SOiEDLLi. '1—C API TAL NET GAIN OR LOSS FROM SALE OF ASSETS HELD MORE THAN TWO YEARS (See Instruction 8*7 


». M'DCE IYv-UIT 

1. Din 
Ac«cui» 

J. Dm 
freto 

«. Asorst ftSALaro 

i rumnino* 
AUOVIUK t!«l 
Acqcmitio* 

I c. t on 01 Valve 

tier Ms ten 1 , i»u, 

| WmcvitiiH lf ATS* 

7. dVMEQCEM 

I nr KOTIK BUTS. ISO 
C*TTYAl PirUTIOKI 

S. Key Ohm cm Loss 

(EC.** 12 ( 4% M 

Iva 4i1 

t. Owmroxi 02 Erccmrnrj 

2. Im*m Rtoms 
0 * Aces via 

S. A'jocrr Ovno 

4. I ju sap ax 
Await 

ExtNrt r*OK 
Taeatki* 

5. Awovvt Owxro 
u Fit its or 
ElBK/TlOK 

«. Unift ok 
Akov.vt is Exceas 
or FEEMPnos 
(Row ms Ufa t) 

(a) Obligation* of a £Ute, Territory, or political subdivision thereof, or 

$.. 


% . 1 


Alt. 



X X 1 X X x 

X X 

(i) 8eeuritioa issued under federal Farm Ldan Act, Treasury Bills, and 



1 


All 





(r) liberty Bonis ari^l other obligations of United btati 3 issued on 

or before Septeml^ r 1. 1917, and obligations of If. S. j w>s*es5ionj.. 



1 


AIL. 



XXXIXI 

X z 

(«f) Liberty 4% 4}{CT. Certificates of Indebtedness issued 





$5, 000 .. 



$. 


(r) Treasury Note*. 





None. 






SCHEDULE F—EXPLANATION OF DEDUCTIONS CLAIMED IN ITEMS 1,14,16, 17, AND IS 


EXPLANATION OF DEDUCTION FOR DEPRECIATION CLAIMED IN SCHEDULES A AND B 


1 . Kr»a> er Piohitt 

(If bcJMlo j\ state r.At«riAJ cf which or art roe tod) 

2. Date Ac«nm 

l. Aoe Week 

AtwV.RIO 

4. rmomniE Kn 
Ann Acquiikest 

i. Co*r o» Vaivk 
as or Mai.cm l. 1 V 1 S. 
Wi:oniri <tumi 
<Eic' j»;to cf l.tiJr 

Aiiocst or DinuuTiJi ( ritcio err 

C. rrs'si^us y«e/s j 7. Tbtsyeir 





>, .1 

1 ' 

1, 


j ___ 





1 

f 1 

1 



1 





1 


i 








....1.1 

1 



1 

. 


EXPLANATION OF DEDUCTION FOR LOSSES BY FIRE, STORM, ETC., CLAIMED IN SCHEDULE A, AND IN ITEM IS 


1 Kwd er PtOftlTT 

2. Days AogntiD 

J. «‘<iaY 01 V ALCE 

as or Mum 1. UlS. 

WpxBM l * ObEATEI 

4. frasEQCivr 

Ikieotikeste 

y bmumioM 
Aunvmi Susck 
Acgn«rrtDS 

6. ISSCIASCB AVD 
fi'.TACS VALCE 

| 7. Deoocrbie I.ou 


! 

$. 


I.. 1 . 


1 . 

•. ... 


l». 






1 


. ! .. 








.L. 


1 1 


1 



*— mu 



J 































































































9!7 


Ineo.ie 7a:: i *?jj 


Pj. Land Lessob f'2r_i'prm:a£._ 

Dorv-jr Fane.tori-ur. Rea. ..state. 
Inetsw- 

h,:n*. fieri'*':: House 
Calc of .iay 

Total Revenue 


5115. 70» 
114.75 ' 


0223.45.ri I 


_x.>ons: s- 
■ at!" Hunts 
Tto:e:: 

Seed for Crop 
Insurance Ranch House 

Total Expanses 
Not Loan 


$545.00* 
561.03/ 
73..50 ■ 
7*00. 


332.53 f i 

;7-4.1.” v\ 


Item 

3*._ 

'lV0 


Jan. 

4 


j 


13 


13 


1 C 
* V 

Feb. 

S 1 

*1 


24 

Mar. 

13 


71 


3i 


51 

Apr. 

4 


10 


50 


50 

Say 

n 

23 

Juno 

5 


10 

July 

3 

Copt. 

IS 


22 

Oct. 

20 

No ,f . 

6 


1-3 


15 

Dec. 

6 


25 


' Interest on Bank Deposits, Corporation Honan, _etc,_ 


Chevy Cnas; Club 3onuc 

Nevada Californio alectrio Corporalior.-teben tures 
Der.iso Barknlc'*'. 

Dorothy a. Pent 
Gertrude V. Anderson 
Chev^' Chips C.'.uh Bor.dr 
2ip A'orasive Co. 

Alameda Investment Co. 
liarthi. IV. Car.oboll 
Elizabeth S. Drake 
Join*. V.. Hardy 

Kev. Orleans Texas & Mexico Ry. 5’u 

Ch**vy Chase Club Lends 

Mrs. Hu to G. Carpenter 

Costilsa estates Development Co. 

Southern California Telephone Co. 

Zip Aeras!v; Co. 

8 e«r River Club Co. Bonds 
I. 1. Daffer 

Nevada California Hiertrie Corporation-Debentures 
Zip Abrasive Co. 

Alameda Investment Co. 

New Orleans Texas a Mexico f\y. S’s 
Southern California Telephone Co. bonds 
Costilla Estates Development Co. 

Soar River Club Bonds 
I. I. Dcffer 

Corinthian Yacht Club Bonds 

Interest received for year on deposits at following banks: 
National Metropolitan Banx - liashington, D. C. 

First National Ban* - Denver, Colorado. 

Denver National 3ank - " " 

International Trust Co. - " " 

Fa:-*ere Deposit Natl. 3ank - Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Total Interest - ; 


$637, 

10.770, 
5,743, 

354, 

17, 

62. 

60 . 

300. 

501. 

977. 

356. 

5.500. 
225. 

15. 

70. 

1,250. 

30. 

70. 

30. 

10.770. 
120 . 
300. 

2.500. 
1,250. 

70. 

70. 

30. 

57. 


.70-y ! 

.41 4^ ! 

.64' I 

.00' I 
.00- i; 
.27 1 1 
.33- | 
.38- 1 

. 00 ' ‘ i 

. 76 I | 
.. 00 - I ! 
. 00 ' j 
.oo- I ! 
.00 - !l i 


00' . i 


4,413.47' | 

3,524.50- 
1,307.46' I 
117.75- ! 

316.30 •^ | 

$52,312.25 / j 

1 
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Incose Tax 1.350. 


I ten 7. 


Kind of 
Property 

Pitt,osurrh. Pa. 


Kents and Royal tier - Schedule B 
Name of 3uiiding An 


Amount Taxer 

of Ront 


Other 
Kxpenikes ' 


Real rotate Co. - A.-ent.:-. 


Tenement 
Power - 

& 

Bricx 

ocott Place 

$4,562. 71 ^ 

$3,356.33/ 

S 

<r» 

- 

1.91 

Store - Bricic 

Third Avenue 

2,238.45 / 

2,317.13 S 

H 

1.60 

Stores it 
Flats - 

Brick 

5300-2-4 Penr. Avenue 

8,440.77/ 

5,998.60 ^ 

79d 

i.69 

Stores a 
Fiats - 

Brick 

5306-6-10 Penn Avenue 

6,276.62 / 

5,466.66. 

h* 

b 

_m_ 

.45 

Denver. Cc 

>lo. 

G-rrett-3rocfield it 

Co. - Arentc 







V.est Colfax Avv. 

Plots A-H inclusive 

4,836.31 ^ 

1,857.63 / 

H 1 

1 

.59 




$26,354.86/ 

$13,336.41,/ 

$2,712 

.24 


Note - Cost of ordinary repairs, 
running expenses and cosnissioas are 
deducted by agents before remitting. 


Total Rontais Received 
Taxes Paid 
Other Expenses 
Total Sxpenses 
Operating Income 


♦26,354.36 i j' 

$18,396.41' 

—gxIX.2.24- / 

21.70 8.657 

4,646.21 S 


Less Depreciation(sue attached sheet) 7.733.1 6- 
Net loss $3,092.95 /, 


tr-7 
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Income Tax 1950. 


I tea 7 

Rents and Royalties - Continued 



Explanation of Depreciation 






Property 

[ Year ac¬ 
quired 

f Cost of Property 

l 

1 Rate 

1 

Scott Place 

1910 

$190,000 including 


Pittsburgh, ?a. 

and 

land. Vaiuo of buildings 


Brie* Sldgs. 

1921 

only $14,500.90 

, 3* 

Third Avenue 

1910 

$39,500 including land. 


Pittsburgh, Pa. 

and 

Value of buildings only 

1 

Brick Stores 

1926 

$20,000.00. 

1 1 % 

| 

5900-2-4 Pann Ave. 

1915 

$157,723.75 includ-ng 

i 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 


land. Value of Buildings 


Brick Stores 


only $26,000.00. 

5% 

j! 5906-3-10 Penn Ave. 

1910 

5245,900.00 including 


Pittsburgh, Pa. 


land. Value of buildings 


Brick Stores 


only $8,250.00. 

1 % 

West Colfax Ave. 

1928 

$116,675.41 including 


Denver, Colo. 

and 

land. Vaiuo of buildings 


j 

1929 

only $48,450.00, as 
follows: 


Plot A-Very old 

Two Story Brick 
Terrace 


$10,009.00 

10 % 

Plot 3-Very old 
Brick Residence 


. 

$1,750.00 

' 20% 

Plot C-Very old 
Brick Warehouse 


$5,000.90 

1 

20 % 

Plot D-Old 

Brick Stores 


$16,500.00 

1 lC% 

Plot K-Brick 
Semi-detached 


$10,000,190 

!« /: i 

Plot P-Very old 

Frame Residence 


$5,000.00 

1 

20 % 1 

Plot C 


Unimproved 


Plot H 


$2,200.00 

20 % j 

| 


Total Depreciation 

i 

1 


! i 


Rate | Dep reciation ChgtKOjff 
; This Yr.f Last YrTp 


/"'"I! 

$4o5.00 j $436.Ofl' 


5% | 600.'X) ; 600.00 


750.09 


247.50 


750.oq 


247.60 


550.00 


350.00 

I 

I 


20 % 1 1,000.09 1,000.OC 

10% i 1,650.09 j 1,650.09 


666.66 ■ 666.66 


600.00 


600. XI 


7 ! 

• i 
» i 




$7,759.16 I $7,299.19,1 

_l TA\ 

■<& ! 


/ 

' c? 
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19 7 C* 

/ o 


L. C. P. 


Income i'ax I33J. 


I tan 8 Pro fit fr om stie of Real Estate, Stocks and Bonds 

Schedule D. Capital Net Gains^ 

Richardson Property - Denver - Real Estate Sales. 

This property was purchased from Bay 11, 1311 to Feb. 24, 
1915, at a total initial cost of $51,358.93. In 1924 certain 
improvements were made with a view of subdividing the property 
into lots. Water mains, sewer ana pipe lines, etc. were laid 
and Race and Vine Streets opened up. The cost of tnis develop¬ 
ment amounted to $25,338.24. This developed portion comprises 
4/7ths of the total area owned and is subdivided into 140 lots 
of 25 foot frontage. (See map attaches) 

The initial cost of thi3 tract i3 therefore 4/7th3 of the 
initial cost of the whole area or 
Add improvements as above 
Total cost subdivided section 
Cost per lot, $53,246.30 1 140 (no. of lots) = 

In 1327 improvements were made on the 3/7ths section re¬ 
maining. Water mains, sewer and pipe lines were laid, and Gay¬ 
lord Street opened up. Tho cost of this development totaled 
$14 ,256.52. This area comprises 3/7th3 of tho total area and 
is subdivided into 100 lots of 25 foot frontage. 

The initial cost of this tract is therefore 5/7tii3 of tho 
initial cost of the whole area or 
Add improvements as above 
Total cost this subdivided section 
Cost por iot, $36,267.55 7 10'jP(no. of lots) . n *.. 


! I 


$23,347.36 1 
23.898.34 y 
$ 53 , 246 . 30 ^ 
$380.33> 


S3 


+- 


Following is a record of sol«3 during 1350. 


Lot No's 1 Date of Sale Purchaser 


N* 66 
Block 1 


2-13-30 

! Writer Bros., Inc. 

2-16-30 

Refund Water Vain 


installation 

10-3-30 

1 Refund Cas Bain 


1 installation 


1 No. of Lots 

5* 


Cost 1 Sales Prijce 
$1331.16 $4,332.06!.; 


287.55! 

j 

135.00i 


Totals 

_Cost of Lots sold 
Net Cain on this transaction 


la';'. 5 


1 $1331.16! $4,814.61^ 
fjt; »J ! 1,331.16 i! 

$3,483.45"/ 


Note-The above determination of cost of lots is the some as that 
used in past years in computing taxable gain. Attached is a plat 
showing lots sold, and those remaining unsold to 1-1-31. 


$22,011.03 
14.256.52 
36,267.5$/ 
$362.63 •' 


Forward $3,483.45 


I 


m 


* * 
/ 
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L. C. P. 


Income Tax 1950. 


Item 8 Prof it from sale of Real Bstato, Stocks and Bonds (Continued) 
Sc hedule D . Capital Wet Gains. 

Forwardod 


1 


Southwest Securities Co. 


I $3,483.45'i' 

i I 




2-6-30 Received final liquidating dividend on say common. ■, , 

stock holdings of this company. j/^ I $1,380.00 

_ MzL w f/d j/ U. ■ J*** _ 

City an d Coun ty Denver '*at ar Ro nds. 

5/1/30 The following bonds owned hy me - #'s 9366, 10,044, 

10,049 4 15,805 were called for payment as of this 
date at par - $4,000.00 


#'s 9966, 10,044 4 10,049 were purchased 
8/30/18 « $95- $2,790.00 

#13,805 was purchased 10/10/28 9 $10C^ 1.000.00 

Total Cost of Bonds 

Met Gain op this trans a ction __ 

Total Net Capital Gaino - 


£*790,00 / 




/ 


$5,673.45 A 

i 

1 _. Jj 
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Incoa3 Tax l)30< 


r*. 

I tea .) 


Taxable Intorest on Liberty Loan 5or.di;_ 


Obligations 


Securities 

I 

i Moffat Tunnel - Bonds 
! Colorado State Highway " 
• City 4 Co.Denver-V.ater " 
Denver School District " 
First Liborty Loan Se's 


Interest 


Received 


Amount 


Principal I 
aaount 
oxor.pt 
from 

taxation 


$iz, 7 &.cyjS $ 250 , 000 . 00 ; 

7,500.00, 150,000.00 

10,405.34; £17,000.00 

4,500.0o/ 100,000.00 
24,500.00 700,000.00 

t : 

Sfaytoa., LLsi,417,000.00| 

Jio Taxable interest. 


Aaount 

owned 

in 

excess of 
exoaations 


XXX XX 
XXX XX 


Interest on 
amount in 
excess 
of 

exemptions 


XXX XX 
XXX XX 


Uf-'M, 


/y { 
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Income Tax 1*50 


Item IP Dividends 


Jan. 2 
2 
2 
6 
6 
6 
6 
IS 
22 

Fob. 1 
« 
v 

18 

18 

24 

27 

■tar. 1 

1 

31 

Apr. 1 

3 

4 
4 
4 
4 

IS 

21 

May 1 

15 
23 

June 2 
2 

4 

july 1 
2 
2 

5 
3 
7 
7 
21 
21 

Auc- 1 
2 

16 
16 
30 

Sept. 2 
2 
29 

Oct. 1 
1 

6 
6 
9 
9 

15 

27 

Nov. 1 
13 
29 

Dec. 1 
1 
1 
2 

23 


Burco, Ir.C. Pref. 

Pressed Steel Car Co. Pref. 

United States Steel Cor;). Con. 

First National Bank 
International Trust Co. 

Denver Tramway Corp. Pref. 

First Industrial Bank 
Mountain States Tel. 4 Tel. Co. 
Harbison V-nlker Refractories Co. Pref. 
Nevada California Electric Corp. Pref. 
Cuba Company Pref. 

Procter & Gamble Co. Com. 

Hudson & Manhattan R. R. Pref. 

First National bank 
United States Steel Corp. Pref. 
Atchisou Topoka & Santa Fe Com. 
Harbison Walker Refractories Co. Com. 
Pressed Steel Car Co. Pref. 

United States Steal Corp. Com. 

Burco, Inc. Pref. 

First National Bank 
International Trust Co. 

Denver Tronrsy Corp. Pref. 

First Industrial Bonk 
Mountain States Tel. 4 Tel. Co. 
Harbison talker Refractories Co. Pref. 
Nevada California Electric Corp. Prof. 
Procter 4 Gamble Co. Cora. 

United States Steel Corp. Pref. 

Hudson 4 Manhattan R. R, Cora. 

Atchison Topeka & Santa Fe Cora. 
Harbison Voiksr Refractories Co. Com. 
United States Steel Cor--. Con. 

Pressed Steel Car Co. Prof. 

Burco, Inc. Praf. 

First National Bank 
International Trust Co. 

Denver Traaway Corp. Prof. 

First Industrial Bank 
Mountain States Tel. 4 Tel. Co. 
harbison Calker Refractories Co. Pref. 
Nevada California Electric Corp. Prof. 
Cuba Company Pref. 

Procter « Gamble Co. Com. 

Hudson 4 Manhattan R. R. Pref. 

United States St sou Corp. Pref. 
Harbison Walker Refractories Co. Com. 
Atchison Topeka 4 Santa Fe Cora. 

United States Steel Corp. Cora. 

Pressed Steel Car Co. Pref. 

Burco, Inc. Pref. 

First Nation;!, oank 
International Trust Co. 
t»cnvjr Tramway Corp. Pref. 

Fi-st Industrial Bank 
Mountain States Tel. 4 Tel. Co. 
Harbison Walker Refractories Co. Prof. 
Nevada California Electric Corp. Pref. 
Procter & Gaabie Co. Com. 

United States Steel Corp. Pref. 

Hudson 1 Manhattan A . R. Con. 

Atchison Toooka & Santa Fe Com. 
Harbison Walker Refractories Co. Con. 
Clebourne Realty Corp. 

First Industrial Bank 


/ 


$750.00- 

875.00. 

132,000.00 

3,840.00- 

1,215.00- 

825.00- 

130.50 

4,324.00- 

375.00 

35,070.00- 

350.00- 

500.00- 

350.00- 

300.00- 

8,750.00- 

1,500.00- 

3.750. 'JO- 
375.00- 

84,000.00- 
750.00 
1,323.30- 
405.00- 
825.-JO- 
152.25- 
4,324.00- 
375.» 

41.690.25- 
500 . 00 - 

8.750. 'JO- 
2,747.50- 
1,500.00- 
3,750.00- 

84,000.00' 
875.00- 
750.00' 
1,920.00- 
405. GO- 
412.50- 
152.25- 
6,744.00- 
375.00- 

41.630.25- 
350.GO- 
600.00- 
350.00- 

8,730.00- 
2,500.00- 
1,300.00- 
84,000.00' 
375.00- 
750.00 • 
1,320.GO- 
435. 00- 
412.50- 
152.25- 
6,744.00- 
375.GO- 

41.690.25- 
600.00" 

8,750.00- 
2,747.50" 
1,300.00- 
2,500.00- 
13,775.00 • 
87.00 - 

*666,526.00 


<z-Y & 
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deductions. 


Incoae Tax 1330. 


Itca 14 

133o 

Jan. 22 

30 

Feb. 20 
Mar. 23 
Apr. 13 
July 21 

w 

Sept. 23 
Nov. 15 
Bee. SO 

31 


Item 1§ 


282 


Taxes Paid. 

Mineral County 1320 

District of Columbia Auto licenses 1030 

First Half City & County Denver 1023 

Second half District of Columbia Seal estate 1330 

Second Half Los Angelos County 1020 

Second Half City 4 County Denver 132j 

Los Angeles 1330 auto Tax 

First Half District of Columbia Real isti.te 1031 
First Half Los Angeles County 1031 
District of Columbia Auto Licenses 1031 
Tnxeff on Club Lues, etc,. 




Total Taxes 


$727.36 A, 
3.00 

7,241.0lX 
2,071.12^1 
317.63/^ 
6,292.32 
53.34^ 
2,071.12/1 
1.193.83 X 

2.00 X 

475.49 '| 


( . 


$21,054.78 ♦jjr'T. 


> 


Ead Debts.. 

Ensign Exploration Co._ 


This company was organized some years ago to make 
a survey of certain oil properties. Assessments were 
paio by me as follows: 


Aug. 10, 1027 
Aug. 25, 1030 


$ 1 , 000 . 00 ' 

140.50 


Total payments 


$1,140.50 


r 


On Aug. 25th I van id vised that with payment of 
final assessment above the debts of the company were 
to be paid, and the company dissolved. As the compuny 
owns no property no recovery is possible and ay in¬ 
vestment is a total loss and charged jiff on jay books. 


i charged£il ^njay 


George A. vieClure - Loan _ 

On Sent. 23, 1327 and Jan. 2, 1323 I advanced a 
total of ?200 as a personal loan to George A. icClure. 
As he has paid no thing on either principal or interest, 
and as his whereabouts are unknown to me, I hove 
_charged tnis item off on my books as a total loss. _ 

Total Bad Debts - 


$200.00 


I ! 


X 


$1,340.50 t- | 


>- 
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Jtea 17 
1350 


Incone T-_x 1350. 


Deductions, 

Contributions 


10 

7450 

NC 

Board of education L ‘. C- 

950.0!i| 

25 

1656 

N 

Fgypt axolor,-.tien Society 

100.30! : 

25 

2260 

5 

Y. M. C.‘ A. of Color « 

500.30j 

27 

£267 

D 

St. Jonn 1 a Cut -<j“>-l 

ioo.oo! 1 

5 

453.3 

F 

al.-osa Gamsgie oil-rary Beard 

so.oo! 

IS 

7503 

NC 

St. lo.or. 1 o CatiieuriJ. 

45.00i J 

15 

7504 NC 

Axerican Society for .vuief of .‘.uasion Sxiios 

10.001 

21 

2274 

D 

Sir.pr.on 2. £. Church 

S0.00.i ! 

5 

£233 

D 

Cadies of G. A. R. belief Fund 

25.00i | 

5 

7535 

NC 

National. S.'iaohonv Orchestra 

18.00] 

14 

4537 

F 

Civic Sympnor.y society of Denver 

150.00'! !; 

15 

1684 

N 

Metropolitan Opera Co. 

160.00! •; 

ia 

7561 

NC 

St. Alexanders .-cucsitn Orth. Church 

5.00-1 ' 

20 

2294 

D 

Foiiceaen's Protective assn. 

50.00' 

2 

7563 

NC 

American Legion Dept, of D. C. 

50.00 j 

3 

75.33 

NC 

Swedish National Sanatoria-: 

50.00 i . 

10 

4614 

F 

Colorado Association--*'*'-''' 

2,500. OOX C- 1 

11 

7610 

NC 

St. John’s Cathedral 

45.00 ! 

15 

7623 


First Int. Congress Mantel-Hygiene 

5.00 1 


2503 

£ 

St. John’s Cathedral 

100.00 ! 

24 

2505 

C 

National Assn, for Advnncenent of Colored People 

100.00 ! 

2 

1134 

Fo 

Celefcrition Costs. Battle of Brnddoek 

0 / 2,500.OUST 

5 

2517 

D 

Campbell Chepei A.M.•*-. Church 

50.00 ! 

12 

1724 

N 

hnshington Open;- Assn. 

411.75 i 

14 

1723 

N 

7.nr Dept. Polo Assn. 

(. *60700 J( 

14 

4656 

F 

Denver Art Museum 

100.00 I 

20 

1701 

NC 

Veterans of Foreign V.ars A'.C. 

25.00 i 

22 

1733 

N 

hnshington Connunity Cheat 

5,000.00 i 

2? 

1754 

N 

American Forestry Assn. 

100.00 i 

50 

Int. 

Tr. 

Highlsncer Boy Founds tion 

21.00 ! 

50 

II 

n 

American Dar Mothers, Denver 

15.00-1 

j 

11-30 Fa 

Pittsburgh assn, for Improvement of Poor 

250.00 i 

11 

1754 

N 

Girl Scouts of D. C. 

500.00 i 

13 

1756 


D.C. to*., for Bicentennial Celebration of the 





birth of George ‘. ashington 

100.00- ! 

13 

7762 NC 

Cor.-.unity Dream Guild 

6.00-I 

20 

1764 

N 

Volunteers of America 

100 . 00 '! 

27 

46C3 

F 

Car. Curtis School 

5,000.00- ' 

50 

Int. 

Tr. 

Veterans of Foreign V.ars 

25.00 ! 

30 

2355 

b 

St. John's Cathedral 

100.00 i 

3 

2552 

D 

Denver Music hook Assn. 

200.00 i 

10 

7305 

NS 

Beethoven Festival 

52.00- 1 

21 

7307 UC 

St. John's Cathedral 

45.00 I 

2*.' 

4635 

F 

North Park hor.cn ' s Club 

.--55TooX 

22 

4636 

F 

D. A. C. Athletic Tear Fund 

t . 100.00 X 

22 

1736 

V 

First In*.. Congress on Manta, hygiene 

100.00 I 

*1 

T-» » 

Au Wa 

Tr. 

Visiting Nurse A..sn. l^nv-r 

5.00 j 


73-05 

NC 

St. John's Cathedral 

io-o.oo ! 

3 

"L" J 


Civic Symphony Society 

250.00 j 

13 

1790 

r; 

Child Research Council 

5,000.00 j 

20 

7365 

»c 

Arty Relief Society 

10.00 1 


Fcrvii’b *24,411.75 ^ 


fs. -■ t i 
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Incone Tax 1950. 


Ir~ 


Deduc tion s 


• • *T 


Item 17 Contributions^ Continued 
1950 


Foraardod 


$24,411.75 :j 


Nov. 


Doc. 


Oct. 8 1137 Fa Pittsburgh Assn. 1'or Improvement of the Poor 

22 "C" D Donvcr College of Music 

27 8078 NC St. John’s Cathedral 

29 8087 NC Y. ». C. A. Laercnceville Eronch 

50 8090 NC The Washingtonians 

51 8091 NC Veterans of Foreign Wars E.C. 

50 Int. -Tr. University of Colorado 

51 Int. Tr. Veterans of Foreign Wars Denver 

1 "P" F Agnes Monorial Sanatorium 

4 "L" N American Red Cross 

19 8119 NC St. John's Cathedral 

19 8120 NC International Crenfell Assn. 

50 Int. Tr. University of Denver 

2 2582 D St. Earns has Chur cl i 

2 8165 NC Aray Navy Benefit Cone 

2 "L" N Seamen's Church Institute 

2 4715 F St. John's Cathedral 

4 81'.0 NC Washington Tuberculosis Assn. 

4 1828 N Unemployment Committee D. C. 

8 8135 NC Denver Tuberculosis Society 
11 8205 NC Denver Tuberculosis Society 
11 1835 N American V.ilc Fos;lers_ 

16 1856 N The Crusaders - *-/* 

16 4755 F Denver Community Chest 

17 2403 D St. John’s Cathedral 

23 "M" D Motor Club of Colo. Relief Fund C « / /<_ 

23 8226 NC University of Colored© 

27 8250 NC International Grenfell Assn. 

50 Int. Tr. Denver Tuberculosis Society 

50 "R" F Denver Community Chest 

51 "S" F Agnes Memorial Sanatorium 

.21_2407 D_Fittiiaons Hospital 


IL _ 


250.:*. 

1,000.do- 
100.90 

100.90 

500.00 
ICO. (1)0 

50.90 

so.de 

5,000.00 

500.90 
45. do 

120.do 

75 . 0 b 
500. Op' 

10. ot 
100.00 

1,500.00 
10.00 
50.00 
2.00 
5.00 
100 . 0 © 
<■'200.0* 
15 , 000 “ 

100.exj) 
100.00 
50.04 

50.0© 
5.0d 
5,0t>0.0'i 
io,ooo.od 

5 00.00 J 




j / 

Total Contributions $65,565.75! ™ 


r!J 


o 

, \ v 





■!' . 


j 

y 


f 4 ' 
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Form IMA 
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CLOSED 
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ll'dIST.. 
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. • I ho.. 

•’Hi/ 
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■ . A£-UC.Jf_Uii]-i3~ 

_3-_ 

J. CC BY- 


INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX RETURN 

FOR NET INCOMES FROM SALARIES OR WAGES OF MORE THAN $5,000 

AND INCOMES FROM BUSINESS, PROFESSION, RENTS, OR SALE OF PROPERTY 

For Calendar Year 1931^ 

file Ttis Rates With Am OJUcter ai Interna) Kmu far Yw Dubicl an at Bate# Mirth IS, 1 U 1 


■ Not Write in Iheta Space: 



■ NAME AND ADDRESS PLAINLY BELOW 


PRD*- / 

__uj 






DWdd. 


(CtiMor’i Stamp) 


w . ^ 

. j£** iX 

(iinM uJ bucUr, « rural rouUy T 


McrtV.e.r. .2.Co../.**. 




(touai)) 


Ofuu) 


you R dUua fir rcaident 
of the United Plates? .. ... 

If you filed b return for 1930 , m. 

whit Collector's office was JTfibW i 
Ii thU s Joint return iy ■ 

of husband ind wiftA.'./r A_ 

6tate name of buihaed or wife if e . 
separate return wagialiW «Sd the. 
Collector'a/rffiotf enfcfeH bmW. 



c.a ctirf/ M.o'. *' e«»«.«<i «e. 


FlrtA FijrmoI J #1 


5. Were you married and living with husband U4) _ 

or wife on the Laat day of your taxable year? .. 

8. If not, were you on the laat day of your taxable year supporting 

in your household one or more perrons closely related to youf-X.. 

7. If your elatue in reepect to questions 6 and 8 changed n) . 

during I be year, ataie dale and nature of change....' T.M .. 

8. liow many dependent pereona (other than husband or wife! under 
18 year* of age or incapable of aelf-eupportwere receiving their 
thief rupport from you on the laatdsyof your taxable j-earf..i, 


' V Jt; J.d’ f V .JNCOME 1 

WageL Cejnihl(. iora, elk (fcsuiaixa aalp*l^n(<mi4erw) \ 

m,. _- 


Balariee, 

£ if Miry 

PjJrttftTM C/•A*M 0 k, 


ffMMltNfM 


^ y . 

Inoome from Ouaineaa oAProfesaion. (PnaC^luVA).'-.^ 
loUrtii od Disk DtpotiU/^ol^ CVypo ration ^to 
Intereat on Tax-free CovenanKBonda Upon TO 
Inoome* from Partnerships. (mi name aafi at 

iM'-lL , 

Inoome from Fiduciaries. (teals aim 


7. Renta and Royalties. (m Bcfcafieia B) 

8 . 

9. 

10 . 

II. 




Dynat p«U 
Itiilub afloat) 


..l(......'..l...v •_ \ . 


reo covenant bonda). 


Profit from Sale of Real Eatate, Stocks, Bond#, etf. (rcccaBebafiotac)--.i.I.'...— 

Taxable Interest om liberty -Bpodx, etc. Jr»->ni’-ata —,--- 


IX 

13. 

14. 
IX 
IX 
17. 
IX 
19. 
90. 


Dividends on Stock of Domeatid Corporations.. 1-4__ _ ___ .a .iliia-n—-: _ 

Other Income (Including dividends on etock ef foreign corporations). (MtMndkaa) 

Total Imoomb in Irxxia 1 to 11_____ 

^ , DEDUCTIONS 

Interact Paid..lCfr„:..«. _ :i_.gXi»^LOtvfii.L7(lJ-— .,ja-/■lacxaft'.B. 


./ 

Y* 

/¥f 


¥ 

.7.9 

~$tz: 


im' 


:5 

0JM 

C7J 

VAf\ 


CO 

90 

9 b 
/+ 

7*\,' 


V 


s 


¥72. 

'&£* 


u 

■AT. 

f.9 


Taxee Paid. (Icytea la Bdwdoia 7) 
l ocate by Fire, Storm, etc. (EtpWalaTatlsai 
Bad DebU. (titUalaScfcafiatsE) 
Contributions. (EcpUn ta BpheMa ») 




--,-taT-'/JtauJiAsxJ 



Other Deduction! Authorised by law. fTmidc ka Q<r wk ri r)—_ 

Total Dinvcrtowa w Irani 13 Tp IX____,_!___ 

Nbt Iwooira (Item 13 mlnua Item 19) . 




b.s 


lJkra 

m 

!<#«« 

7*0 


79 

w 


lAstl yi 


90. 


/ 


Y 


± k 
(! 


/ 


m 


OK 


/ 


♦ A 


£M 


EARNED INCOME CREDIT 


2). Earned Income (not over $30,000). 
23. Leee Pereona] Exemption and 




Credit for 


ill bxemptl 
Dependenle. 


23. Balance (Item 21 mlnua 23)_ 

24. Amounttaxibloat IH$a (ootorer 

$4,000) .... 

23. Amount taxable at S% (not over 

$4,000)__ 

2X Amount taxable at 6% (balance 
over $3,000 of Item 33) __ 

27. Normal Tax (1H% of Item 34) _.] 

28. Normal Tax (3% of Item 33)_ 

29. Normal Tax (3% of Item 38)_ 


80. Surtax on Item 21_ 

81: Tax on Earned Net Inoome (total 

of Items 27 to 80)... 

82. Credit ef 23% of Tax (not over 


UT0C000 


33% of Items 30, 4«.t 3 , and 48)-!$.^_J 


/. »c4 




3* 


.)&<> 


k 




33. Net Income (Item 90 above), 

Lisa. 

34. Liberty Bond 

I n tereat. 
atom 9)-]$ 

Credit for De¬ 
pended ta 


D 

od . 


CO MPUTATION OP TAX (Saa laNnKUw, *3) 

Normal Tax (l^%ofltem40). |l 


94LQ 




tJ i 

ny 


37. Peraonal Ex¬ 
emption _ 

9$. Total of Iteme 34to37__ 

iW. Balance (Item 33 mlnos 88) ... 
/40. Amount taxable at 1)4% (not 
1 over $4,000)_ 


f Balance (item 39 mlnua 40) ... 
Amount Uxable at 3% (not 
over $f000)—. 



~±i I L3. Amount taxable at 8% (Item 
^ 1 41 mlnua 42). 


N.T---I 


A'o.n 


6—J 

.4'pjt 


\t-...Ake/rG 


fe.. 


43. Normal Tax (3% of Item 43) 

48. Normal Tax (5% of Item 43) ..i_ 

47. Surtax oo Item 90 (seel natrue- ... *...i . 

4X Tax°oa M A et i iii^(fcud if 

Itema 44 td 471... Y/A t'J&Lli 

49. Tax on Capital Gail or Vom ” ~ 


„02M% of Col. X 8ehed. D). 

80. Tbtal ef or difference between I an ./. 

Itenne 48 asd 49_ 

81. Lm CttSi of 38 “ ‘ 


eta Credit of 33% of Tax oo I 
Earned Income ((tarn S3)_1 


S3. Total Tax a teen 80 mleiua $1) . x5f/4l 

38. Leae Income Tax Paid at Source. ...: 2,1 $4 /t i/ 
M. Income Tax paid to a foreign 
oountry or U. 8. poav ‘ 

63. Balance of Tax (Item I 
Hama 33 and $4), 


.u&stjLs&s ' 




AFFIDAVIT 

^ return, tocludtog)ba.fcecompanrlng aetwdulaa and (tatemeota, baa bean examined by na, and toUabaat of I 

belief, lie true and complete return made In goodfaith for the taxable year stated, pursuant to tha Rereooe Act of 1933 aed the RegukUooe' 

Sea InahxuUao 27 
Swom to and 




fV 

Cj 
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SCHEDULE A—INCOME FROM BUSINESS OR PROFESSION (See Instruction 8) 




1. Total receipts (re® bus*®** or pro/ceslon (slate 
Cost or Good* Solo 

kind of business) . 

l 


). 


Orns Bennies Deductions 

10. Salaries not Included as "Labor,” In Line 2. (Do 
sec pensauon tor your servlets)... 

A 




8. Material and supplies...... 








4. Merchandise bought (or sale._.. 



• 





a Other costa (itemise below oronseparateaheet).. 





• 



f Plus Inventory at beginning of year. 








7. Total (Line* a to C).. 

1. 

| 

.I 

16. Depreciation, obsolescence, and depletion (ex- 

1 



8. Leas Inventory At end of year.1 . 


16. Rent, repairs, and other erpeuses {itemized 
below or on separate sheet). 

...| . 



P. Nit Cost or Goods Sold (Line 7 minus Line 8) .ll. 

-1 

17. Torsi. (lines 10 to 161 . _ 

L i 



Enter "C,” or "C or M,” on Line* 6 and 8 to Indicate whether 
Inventories are valued at coat, or coot or market, whichever is lower. 

18. Total Dx dvctions (Lino 0 plus Line 17) . 

t. 


19. Net Profit (Line 1 minus Line 18) (Enter as Item 7).IS. 



Espiar.slion of deductions 

claimed ca Lines 6 and 16..... 



SCHEDULE C—PROFIT FROM SALE OF REAL ESTATE. STOCKS. BONDS, ETC. (See Instruction 8) 


1 . Ulster riaiitr 


1 Di;i Acgcmo 


I AvcmnutaiD 


I.PtrainitioN 
Auovmi Fix* 
Acon«mn 


T t uitoAmit 
♦ iir.MiMl.ia 
| 3NmumOiimi 


A fniiQcm 
ImoTtnurt 


T. Nn l’»cm 
O cter t$ lua l) 


.*.....«. 


Ill 


Elate how property 
mm required. 


SCHEDU L E D CAPITAL NET GAIN OR LOSS FROM SALE OF ASSETS HELD MORE T HAN TWO YEA RS (See Instruction 8a) 


^^aO^SiJLP . ] L %?£** J1 Asom Snuw> I /iwIrn^SJl 

OUMtA/ULC. A IDILKUl Oil Llbuil I DA/I1UO /111 U V/lllut A/UUU/tl iv/llo 

t l’o*tr»Viici I f. 6cv»iovirr 
itOiUincn l. 14U, | Iwraov* * t xts, ard 1 

J 1\ sJLCViTl 1 llw4 Sklli itvttvii t 

y KifOitii oWty 

4E«Ur 

/ 

1. Osuoatkxj os Crcctmcs 

1 Iftumt Rkutid 
c i Act* VXD 

A Anocn OvstD 

4. l»J> JllL 

Atovxt 

Eli art Fie* 

f. Anhui Owned 
iw Fitt'i f » 
Liiimoi 

4. ilfui.tr ci 

AW >X S» M no *1 

<9 tiumo* 

(EfifHM l!*Q fi 

(o) Obligations of a State, Territory, or political subdivision thereof, or 
the District of Columbia _ _ _ _ _ 

,.. 


,. 


All. 

X X X X X X 

X X X X X X 

I X 

X X 

X X X X X X 

X Jk 

(6) Securities Issued unde r Federal Farm Loan Act, or under such Act as 
amended,Treasury Hills, and Treasury Cert ificatesel Indebtedness 





AU. 

(c) Liberty Honda and other obligations of United Statta Issued on 

or before September 1, 1917, and obligations of U. 8. pca&caions. 





AIL.. 



(<f) Liberty i% and 4>$% Honda, Treasury 1 kinds, and Treasury Sav¬ 
ings Certificates. ..... _ 





*Sl(»o 



ft 


(e) Treasury Notes __ __ 

. 

-ii-. 



None .. 1. . 



SCHEDULE F—EXPLANATION OF DEDUCTIONS CLAIMED IN ITEMS 1, H, 1», 17, AND 13 


EXPLANATION OF DEDUCTION FOR DEPRECIATION CLAIMED IN SCHEDULES A AND D 


1 . Kno ct Fiomrr 

*( tuIMir (>>'« idaImUI c 4 which ccostnxtc!) 

J. Pit* Acgruro 

A Ac* We»j« 
Acgrtitu 

4 . r*osi*i« Lrr* 
Aim AcguitwkNt 

A Cost ct Viu * 1 
IS or MlVC 1, Ir'J, 
V/llCWItlll t»3K>f l * 

< FtcJuslv# of I .-iV i I 

| Aj.hm of Prnrcuricx o.calgio <»t 

| 6. 1 rcv:«cs jea/v j 

j Th'* jtzt 





.j:j 

$. 


L 






1 1 


I 



i 

i 




1 1 


1 




—... 


1.1.1.! 

1 

L . i 

IZ 


EXPLANATION OF DEDUCTION FOR LOSSES BY FIRE, STORM, ETC., CLAIMED IN SCHEDULE A, AND IN ITEM IS 


1. >'i!*9 of Ficrutr 

1 Pit* Acgmto 

1 Co*t ct Vm t 
it or Miui i, J Jj 3, 
M'mnnt** ati r 

4. CvtjrQcrsrr 
Isrtduiitns 

IT’£»cr::tciiti3X 

Auct/nt fur t 
An* i--*o-s 

H "«««*■«« Lea. 



t. 


i. 

C 

S ! 









_____ t 1 . • . 




... 


. 



. ..i.i i i 

ro 


0 } 





























































1. C^_ P. 




It— S. 
1951 

Jen. 8 
Feb. IS 
Mu-. 9 
Apr. 5 

toy 1 

9 

9 

June 18 
July 5 
Sept.2 
2 

15 

Oct. 8 
Bor. 6 

16 

Dec. 6 
11 
51 


£ O 0 

! 

i 

i 


I 

1 

I 


I noo— Tea 1951 


Le ad Lease d for Pa nning. 

Denver Sanatorium Real Estate. 

Incoae - 

Rental fro* Ranch Bouse 
Expenses - 

toter Rent $406.50 

Taxes 561.91 

Seed 140.75 

Total Expenses 
Bet Loss 



1.109.16 

$1,054.26;./ 


Twtai-eat. c» ftaek Daooelts. Corporation Bonds, etc. 


Nevada-California Electric Corporation-Debentures 

Carlton T. Sills - Bote 

11—eda Invest—nt Co. - Botes 

Bp* Orleans Texas ft fcxide Sr- Bonds 

Costilla Ertates Dsvalop—nt Co. Bonda 

Soethern California Telephone Co. Bonds 

Bear River Club Co. Bonds 

I. I. Daffer - Soto 

Nevada-California Electric Corporation-Debentures 

Sonthorn California Telephone Co. Bonds 

fl.—edn Investment Co. - Notes 

George R. Burr - Note 

Rev Orleans Texas ft Mexico Py. Co. Bonds 

Costilla Estates Develop—at Co. Bonds 

Bear River Club Co. Bonda 

1. I. Daffer - Note 

Corinthian Yacht Club Bonds ( 

Interest received for year on deposits at following banks: 
National Metropolitan Bank - Washington, D. C. 
First National Bank - Denver, Colo. / 

Denver National Bask - Denver, Colo. 

Far—ra Deposit National Bank - Pitta burgh. Pa. 
International Troat Co. - Denver, Colo. 

Natl .Metropolitan Bk-Cashier a/c Washington, D. C. 

Total Interest received - 


$10,770,001 
90.00 
900.00 
5,500.00i 
70.00 1 
1,250.00 i 
70.00 | 
50.00 ! 
10,770.00 1 
840.28 | 
900.00 
1,402.78 
5,500.00 
70.00 
70.00 ! 
50.00 : 
60.00 ! 

5,818.85 ! 
1,914.58 i 
957.99 ! 
678.08 ! 
99.75 i 
_ 21x15 ; 

$41,866.44 f 


Standard Consolidated Mining Co. 
(Transferred froa Schedule D) 


156.74 

$42,023.18 


Hr 


i 

i 

i 

i 
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I 



i 

i 

j 

| 

i 

i 


i 

i 


L. C. P. 

r • -i 


Income Tax 1931. 


| 


_Item_4. 

Jan. 2 
2 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 

Feb. 2 
6 

Mar. 6 
Apr. 1 
3 

T 

w 

May 11 
July 1 
10 
11 

11 

11 

16 

Aug. 4 
13 

Sept•5 
8 

Oct. 2 
23 

Nov. 16 


I nterest on Tax Fre e Co venant Bon d s. 

Oklahoma Railway Co. - Income Bones 
Denver & Salt Lake Ry. Co. - 1st 6's Reg. 

Denver Tramway Corp. - bor.es 

Cuba Company - Debentures 

Los Angeles Pacific Co. - Bonds 

Pressed Cteei Cur Co. - Conv. 5'3 

Denver & Salt Lake Ry. Co. - 1st 6's Coups. 

Norfolk Southern Ry. Co. - Bonds 

St.Paul Sc Kansas City Short Line Ry.Co.-Bonds 

Denver Tramway Terminal Co. - Bonds 

Nevada California Electric Corporation-lst Mtge.S's 

Denver & Salt Lake Ry.Co. - Income 6's 

Northwestern Terminal Co. - Income Bonds 

Cuba Railroad Co. - Bonds 

Denver & Salt Lake By. Co. - 1st 6's Reg. 

Pressed Steel Car Co. - Conv. S's 
Denver & Salt Lake By. Co. - 1st 6's Coups. 

Denver Tramway Coro. - Bonds 

Los Angeles Pacific Co. - Bonds 

Cuba Company - Debentures 

Norfolk Southern By. Co. - Bonds 

St.Paul & Kansas City J^. Co. - Bonds 

St.Paul & Kansas City By. Co. - Bonds 

Denver Tramway Terminal Co. - Bonds 

Nevada-Califomia Electric Corporation - 1st S's 

Denver & Salt Lake I$r. Co. - Income 6's 

Cuba Railroad Co. - Bonds 

Total Interest 


i 

$6,625.00 ! 

9,750.00 i 
1,812.50 
2,250.00 ! 

2,000.00 
1,250.00 | 

366.00 | 

3,750.00 
3,375.00 
1,250.00 
9,375.00 i 
70,278.00 i 
700.00 i 
550.00 i 
9,750.00 
1,250.00 I 
366.00 

1,812.50 ! 

2,000.00 
2,250.00 I 
5,750.00 
5,375.00 I 
123.75 j 
1,250.00 
9,375.00 
222.00 
550.00 ^ j 

$149,405.75/ I 


I 
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L. C. P. 

Income Tax 1931^ 

_Ite* 7.^ 

Rents and Royalties - Schedule b. 

Kind of 

Name of Building ( Amount 

Property 

of Rent 


Expenses 


I*- 


w 


$21,776.98 $18,780.34 * $2,840.67 


Note - Cost of ordinary repairs, 
running expenses and commissions 
are deducted by agents before re¬ 
mitting. 

Total Ron tala Received 

Taxes Paid $18,780.34 

Other Expenses 2.840.67 

Total Expenses 
Operating Income Loss 
Less Depreclation(See attached sheet) 

Total Net Loss 


$21,776.98 


4 . 885.831 
$4,729.86 


4 








2 S1 


L. C. P. 


Income Tax 1951. 


Jtem 7. 


Property 


Rents and Royalties - Continued 
Expla nation of Dep reciation 


Coat of Property 


Scott Place 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 
Brick Bldg. 

Third Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 
Brick Stores 

5900-2-4 Penn Are. 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 
Brick Stores 

5906-8-10 Peon Are. 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 
Brick Stores 

West Colfax An. 
Denver, Colo. 


Plot A-Very old two 
story Brick Terrace 

Plot B-Veiy old 
Brick Residence 

Plot C-Very old 
Brick Warehouse 

Plot D-Very old 
Brick Stores 

Plot E-Old Brick 
Semi-detached 

Plot P-Veiy old 
Trane Residence 

Plot 0— 

Plot H- 


Dopreelation C 


This Xr. ! Last xr. 



Total Depreciation 
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L. C. P. 

_ ' . 


Item_8. 


Nov.12,1929 
June 10,1950 

Oct.22,1931 


Job. 25,1930 
to 

Mar.18,1931 
Oct.22,1931 


Hay 24,1930 
Oct.22,1931 


2 


i 

i 


! 


i 


lacone Tax 1931. 

i 


Profit from Sale Stoclca and Bonds, etc. 
Schedule C. 


Pressed Steel Car Co. - Common Stock . 

Bot 1000 shares for $9,025.00 

1000 " " 8.350.00 

17,375.00 

Sold 2000 shares for 4.170.00 

Showing a loss in this trannactlon of 




i 


$ 13 , 205.00 ^ 


Western People Railroad Co. - Preferred Stock. 


Bot 2000 shares for $77,092.50 

Sold 2000 " ■ 16.552.50 

Showing a loss In this transaction of 


$60,760 




Western Pacific Railroad Co. - Cobbboq Stock . 

Bot 300 shares for $6,750.00 

Sold 300 " " 1.242.57 

Showing a loss In this transaction of 
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C.O 







Received 


Securities 


mount Principal Amount Interest d: i 
amount : owned in amount in 
Owned exempt excess of excess old 
from exemptions exemptions 
taxation 


Moffat Tunnel - Bonds 
Colorado State Highway " 
City & Co.Denver Hater " 
Denver School District " 
First Liberty Loan 3]$ " 


$13,750.00 

7,500.00 

9,222.50 

4,500.00 

24,500.00 


$250,000.00 

150,000.00 

217,000.00 

100,000.00 

700,000.00 


xxxx xx 
xxxx xx 











Incoae Tax 1951.. 


C. r\ 

Z rj 


L. C. P. 

Item 10. 
1951 
Jan. 2 


4 

4 
6 
6 

15 

25 

Feb. 2 
2 

19 

19 

27 

Mar. 2 
2 
51 
51 

Apr. 1 

5 

5 

6 
6 

17 
22 

May 1 

18 

June 2 
6 
6 
6 

July 1 
1 

2 

5 

6 
6 

15 
21 

Aug. 4 
6 

18 

19 

Sept.2 
5 

4 

Oct. 1 
2 

5 
2 
2 
7 

16 
25 

Nov. 2 
16 
50 

Dec. 4 
4 
4 
50 
* 50 


Dividends._ 

United States Steel Corp. Coa. 

Pressed Steel Car Co. Pref. 

Burco, Inc. Pref. 

First National bank 
International Trust Co. 

Denver Tramwcy Corp. Pref. 

First Industrial Bank 
Mountain States Tel. & Tel. Co. 
Harblson Walker Refractories Co. Pref. 
Nevada-California Electric Corp. Prof. 
Cuba Company Pref. 

Procter & Gamble Co. Coa. 

Harbison Walker Refractories Co. Pref. 
United States Steel Corp. Pref. 
Atchison Topeka & Santa Fe Coa. 
Harbison Walker Refractories Co. Coa. 
Burco, Inc. Pref. 

Pressed Steel Car Co. Pref. 

United States Steel Corp. Com. 

First National Bank 
International Trust Co. 

Denver Tramway Corp. 

First Industrial Bank 
Mountain States Tel. & Tel. Co. 
Harbison Walker Refractories Co. Pref. 
Nevada-California Electric Corp. Pref. 
Procter & Gamble Co. Com. 

Hudson & Hannattan R. R. Co. Com. 
United States Steel Corp. Pref. 
Atchison Topeka & Santa Fe Com. 
Harbison Walker Refractories Co. Com. 
First National Bank 
First Industrial Bank 
Pressed Steel Car Co. Pref. 

Burco, Inc. Pref. 

United States Steel Corp. Com. 
International Trust Co. 

Denver Tramway Corp. Pref. 

Mountain States Tel. & Tel. Co. 
Harbison Walker Refractories Co. Pref. 
Nevada-California Electric Corp. Pref. 
Cuba Company Pref. 

Procter & Gamble Co. Com. 

Hudson & Manhattan R. R. Co. Pref. 
United States Steel Corp. Prof. 
Atchison Topeka & Santa Fe Com. 
Harbison Walker Refractories Co. Com. 
United States Steel Corp. Com. 

First National Bank 
International Trust Co. 

Denver Tramway Corp. Pref. 

First Industrial Bonk 
Burco, Inc. Pref. 

Mountain States Tel. & Tel. Co. 
Harbison Walker Refractories Co. Pref. 
Nevada-California Electric Corp. Pref. 
Procter & Gamble Co. Com. 

United States Steel Corp. Prof. 

Hudson & Manhattan R. R. Co. Com. 
Harbison Walker Refractories Co. Com. 
Atchison Topeka & Santa Fe Com. 

United States Steel Corp. Com. 

First National Bank 


884,000.00 
875.00 
750.00 
1,920.00 
810.00 
412.50 
152.25 
6,744.00 
575.00 
41,690.25 
350.00 
600.00 
350.00 
8,750.00 
1,450.00 
2,500.00 
750.00 
875.00 
84,000.00 
1,920.00 
40S.00 
412.50 
152.25 
6,744.00 
375.00 
41,690.25 
600.00 
2,747.50 
8,750.00 
1,450.00 
2,500.00 
1,920.00 
152.25 
875.00 
750 00 
84,000.00 
405.00 
412.50 
6,744.00 
375.00 
41,690.25 
350.00 
600.00 
350.00 
8,750.00 
1,450.00 
1,250.00 
49,300.00 
1,920.00 
405.00 
275.00 
152.25 
750.00 
6,744.00 
375.00 
41,690.25 
1,200.00 
8,750.00 
2,747.50 
1,500.00 
1,450.00 
50,000.00 
1.920.00 

$624,353.50 ■ 
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L. C.J\ 

Income.Ta* 1951. 


Item 14. 

Taxes Paid. 


1931 




Jan. 

19 

Mineral County 1932 Taxes 

$705.75 

Feb. 

1? 

First Half 1930 City & County Denver Taxes 

7,271.33 

Mar. 

11 

Second Half 1931 District of Columbia 




Real Estate Taxes 

2,071.12 

Apr. 

8 

Second Half 1930 Dos Angeles County Taxes 

868.55 


24 

Colorado Auto Licenses 1931 

17.07 

June 

50 

Colorado Auto Licenses 1931 

3.75 

July 

17 

Second Half 1930 City & County Denver Taxes 

6,336.72 

Sept. 

28 

First Half 1932 District of Columbia 




Roal Estate Taxes 

2,071.12 

Dec. 

1 

First Half 1931 Los Angeles County Taxes 

1,176.49 


19 

Colorado Auto Licenses 1932 

24.90 



Taxes on Club Dues, etc. 1931 

426.44 



Total Taxes 

$20,973.24 


Item 16. Bad Debts. 

Frank p. Trapp, .Doan. 

From jAi. 1, 1925 to Dec. 31, 1929 I ad¬ 
vanced Frank P. Trapp a total of $5,500.00 as 
a personal loan with which to buy sheep. Under 
date of Dec. 18, 1931 he wrote advising that he 
had lost his entire flock in a storm and as he ' 
has no assets whatever I have charged this ac¬ 
count off on ay books. $5,500.00 




I 

i 

i 

i 

l 


I 


j 

i 
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Ila C. Pa 


Item 17. 


Income Tax 195i. 


f.ontributions 


1931 


Check No. 


Jan. 

9 

C 

8239 

American Legion - Washington, D. C. 

♦50-00 


9 

C 

8241 

Navy League of the 0. S. 

10.00 


19 

0 

2408 

City Temple Institutional Society 

500.00 


20 

N 

1868 

Volunteers of America 

100.00 


22 

F 

4749 

American Red Cross - Dearer 

2,500.00 


23 

N 

1870 

Community Chest - Washington, D. C. 

5,000.00 


28 

C 

8311 

Walter Reed Hospital Benefit 

50.00 


30 

C 

8313 

Columbia Polytechnic Institute 

2.00 

Feb. 

11 

C 

8543 

St. John's Cathedral 

45.00 


14 

B 

1885 

Veterans of Foreign Wars 

481.05 


16 

D 

2418 

St. John's Cathedral 

100.00 


19 

F 

4679 

X. M. C. A. Colorado State Ass'n. 

500.00 


23 

D 

2421 

Civic Symphony of Denver 

250.00 


25 

N 

1890 

National Training School for Girls 

100.00 

Star. 

12 

C 

8407 

Amy Relief Society 

24.00 


14 

F 

"A" 

Agnes Memorial Sanatorium 

5,000.00 


18 

N 

1903 

Tuskegee Normal & Industrial Institute 

1,000.00 


18 

C 

8428 

Metropolitan Opera Co. 

180.00 

Apr. 

8 

N 

1912 

New Xork Philharmonic Symphony Orchestra 

250.00 


18 

C 

8500 

St. John's Cathedral 

45.00 


18 

C 

8501 

Disabled Veterans Ass's. 

2.00 


24 

I 

2586 

Veteran Volunteer Firemen's Ass'n. 

10.00 


24 

I 

2587 

Policemen's Protective Ass'n. 

25.00 


27 

I 

2599 

St. John's Cathedral 

100.00 


28 

I 

2600 

Swedish National Sanatorium 

50.00 

May 

5 

F 

4798 

Agnes Memorial Sanatorium 

5,000.00 


5 

F 

"B" 

Agnes Memorial Sanatorium 

5,000.00 


5 

I 

2611 

Highlander Boys Foundation 

10.50 


5 

I 

2618 

Denver Music Week Ass'n. 

200.00 


5 

I 

2619 

Denver Art Museum 

100.00 

June 

18 

N 

1930 

National Symphoiy Orchestra of Washington, D. C. 

1,250.00 


18 

D 

2418 

St. John's Cathedral 

150.00 


18 

p 

1219 

Pittsburgh Ass'n. for Improvement of the Poor 

250.00 

July 

6 

F 

4826 

St. John's Cathedral 

1,000.00 


17 

N 

1943 

The Colorado Association •< 

_5,000.00 


17 

I 

2821 

St. John's Cathedral ( 

45.00 


24 

I 

2857 

Veterans of Foreign Wars 

50.00 

Aug. 

5 

F 

4836 

Agnes Memorial Sanatorium 

5,000.00 


11 

I 

2923 

Tyler Chapel M. S- Church 

50.00 


12 

I 

2923 

Number 9 Pearl Street 

100.00 


21 

I 

2956 

Goodwill Industries 

500.00 


27 

C 

8687 

St. John’s Cathedral 

100.00 


28 

I 

2994 

National Ass'n. for Advancement of Colored People 

100.00 

Sept. 

2 

F 

4840 

Agnes Memorial Sanatorium 

2,000.00 


18 

I 

3067 

American War Mothers 

25.100 


21 

I 

3068 

Denver Firemen's Protective Ass'n. 

25.00 


22 

P 

1221 

Pittsburgh Ass'n. for Improvement of the Poor 

250.00 


23 

N 

1957 

More Game Birds in America, Inc. 

5,000.00 


Forward 


♦47,560 J1S/ 
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Contributions (Continued) 
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Forwarded 

{47,560.1^ 

1951 


Chock No 

• 


Oct. 

1 

F 

4881 

Agnes Memorial Sanatorium 

1 

5,000.00 


5 

F 

•1864 

Civic Symphony Society 

250.00 


7 

I 

5068 

Washington Memorial - Valley Forgo 

5.00 


12 

f 

4888 

Glenarm I. M. C. A. 

100.00 


14 

F 

4897 

Agnes Memorial Sanatorium 

5,ooo.q'o 


14 

I 

5150 

St. John's Cathedral 

45. qo 


27 

I 

3159 

St. John's Cathedral 

100.00 

Nov. 

6 

I 

5197 

International Grenfell As3'n. 

40.90 


16 

N 

"B" 

American Red Cross - Washington, D. C. 

500.00 


20 

N 

"C" 

American Red Cross - Williamstown 

. 100.<{« 

✓ 

20 

? 

4905 

Agnes Memorial Sanatorium 

5,000.00 

Doc. 

O 

4 

D 

2474 

St. Barnabas Church 

250.90 


2 

N 

1978 

National Symphoqy Orchestra of Washington 

1,250.00 


2 

N 

1980 

Seamen's Church Institute 

100.po 


4 

D 

2475 

St. John's Cathedral 

1,500.00 


4 

I 

5513 

Denver Tuberculosis Ass'n. 

10.00 


7 

1 

3330 

Washington Tuberculosis Asc'n. 

c.po 


24 

I 

5389 

.National Tuberculosis e-ss'n. 

5.00 


24 

I 

3390 

University of Colorado 

50. P0 


28 

F 

4930 

St. John's Cathedral 

100.100 


50 

jr 

4939 

Agnes Memorial Sanatorium 

5,000.;00 


50 

F 

4940 

Denver Community Chest 

12.500.j00 


50 

7 

4941 

Citizen's Employment Committee 

6,2S0j00 


Total Contributions $90,720},li 


I 


I 


| 
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Income Tax 1931. 


Item 8. Profit from salo of Seal Estate, Stocks and 3onds. 
Schedule _D - Capital Net Gains. 

Richardson Property - Denver - Real Estate Sales- 


This property was purchased from May 11, 1911 to Feb. 24, 

1913 at a total initial cost of $31,358.99. In 1924 certain 
improvements were made with a view of subdividing the property 
into lots. Water mains, sewer pipe lines, etc. were laid and 
Race and Vino Streets opened up. The cost of this development 
amounted to $23,898.24. Thi3 developed portion comprises 
4/7ths of the total owned and is subdivided into 140 lots of 
25 foot frontage. (See map attached). 

The initial coat of this tract is therefore 4/7ths of 
the initial cost of tho whole area or $29,347.96 

Add improvements as above 25.898.94 

Total cost subdivided section $53,246.90 - 

Cost per lot, $53,246.90 f 140 (no. of lots) - $380.3!^/ 

In 1927 improvements on the 3/7ths section remaining 
were made. Water mains, sewer and pipe lines were laid, sad 
Cay lord Street opened up. The cost of ttds development 
totaled $14,256.52. This area comprises 3/7ths of the total 
area, and 13 subdivided into 100 lots of 25 foot frontage. 

The initial cost of this tract is therefore 3/7ths of 
the initial cost of the whole area or $22,011.03 

Add improvements as above 14.256.52 

Total cost this subdivided section $36,267.55 

Coat per lot, $36,267.55 * 100 (no. of lots). $362.68 •''' 


Following is a record of sales during jasar .1931. 


Lot No's. 


Date of Sale 


7-10 incl. 5-14-31 


Purchaser 


Itrs. Florence H. Lee 


June 18, 1931 Refund Water Main 
Installation 


j Totals 

| Cost of Lots Sold 


No. of Lots Cost 


Sales Pried 


4 "f $1,450.72 | $5,094. 


303.95 




Net Cain in this transaction 


; $1,450.72 $5,398.26 ; 

-r — . ..r i 

_ 1,450.72 ^ J 

AAn CA 


$3,947.54 


Note-The above determination of cost of lota is 
the same as that used in past years in computing tax¬ 
able gain. Attached is a plat showing lots sold, 
end those remaining unsold to 1-1-31. 


Forward $3,947.5a 
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Income "ax 1951. 


Item .8,. 


Profit from sale of Rea l E state. Stocks and Bonds.(Continuodj,. 


Schedule D-Capital Net Gains._ 


Forwarded $5,947. 


June 21, 1912 Bot 14 Bonds 0 $95.52 
Sept. 1, 1951 Above bonds called at par 

Net gain in this transaction 


$15,572.80 


liar. 12, 1927 Bot 50 bools « $90.00 
Sept. 2, 1951 Sold above bonds 0 $105.00 

Net gain in this transaction 


$45,000.00 


$7,500. 




h ^ K' 

JjS J 


-£^oa Feb. 25, 1915 to Dec. 15, 1917 I ad—"" 
vanced fuhda^for capital investment to^Ahe"’^ 
Standard Consolidated mCo. .witSf the under¬ 
standing that I was to'~de'-c#iabursed for the 
funds so advanced, with "interest. ^During the 
year 1951 fiaaj^pe$rment 0 e principal'amount was 
paid no^pidcthe following amount, preaunaEJy-- 
internet - 




Mar. 12, 1927 Bot 50 bonds 0 $80.79$ 

Sept. 2, 1931 Sold above bonds 0 76 

Net loss in this transaction 


$24,2*8.50 


$1,428.50 S 


12-28-27 to 

11-2-28 Bot 1,700 shares 0 *35* 

10-22-51 Sold above stock 0 $4.15 

Net loss in this transaction 


$56,955.00 

■7.040.15 


$49,914.87 


Sept. 28,1912 Bot 5047.88 sharos for 
Dec. 29, 1951 Sold above stock for 

Net loss in this transaction 


$45,900.00 

500.00 


5,400.09 


Not Capital Loss 






b, 


)V\ c 


$84,668.65y 




*4 
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Form am—R s ^fciV»7 ign 
TKKaAUHY *,XTAal V^NT 
IaTIAMaA If.' •'•AVI DntKl 

AGREEMENT AS TO FINAL DETERMINATION OF TAX LIABILITY 


lEbf* IJgtrrmrnt. made in duplicate under and in purauance of Section 606 of the Revenue Act of 1028, 
by and between 



a taxpayer located at 


and the Commissioner of Internal Revenue; 

Whereas, there ha* been a determination of the tax liability of Raid taxpayer in respect of 

..Fadoral .Inc®*.. for the 

(Cbertctrr <A tatj 

C?l.«n4*r.„yoar ended.Dncoobw 31* 1930.in the sum of *.JUZ*lfl8.3JL^ 

jMlwndar... yojr ended. OBCombW. 31*..1931.in the sum of S. ..J?5»fi8X.96..r. 

.year endfd....in the sum of 8 

amounting to the principal sum of T*o-Hundred.Forty..T»a.^iauaand.Snson 


Hundred Sl^hty Five tollers and Thirty. Three .Centa. ($.242,783.33), 

exclusive of any penalty or interest properly applicable thereto as provided by law; 

Now, Tina Agreement Witnesskth, that the said taxpayer and said Commissioner of Internal Revenue 
hereby mutually agreo that the principal amount of aueh liability so determined shall be final und conclusive 
if this agreement is approved by the Sccuctary of the Treasury, or the Undersecretary, within six montha 
from the date this agreement is signed by the taxpayer. 

In Witness Whereof, the above parties have subscribed their names to these presents in duplicate. 

Signed this.. .day oL*r).^JjC&0*C4 


.... 193j 


The above agreement has been approved by the 
Secretary of the Treasury, or the Undersecretary, 
in accordance with the provisions of Section 606 of 
the Revenue Act of 1928, the approval being specifi¬ 
cally enumerated on— 



Schedule No.. 


Dated . 


nw 1 7 '■■-3 


.. 193 


Signed.BAS.L2—L.. 

,D r< • v . 

__ 

Commit no ner of Internal Revenue 


WAIVER OP RESTRICTIONS ON ASSESSMENT AND COLLECTION OP DEFICIENCY 

Irrespective at th« execution or approval of tha foregoing instrument, the undersigned taxpayer hereby waive* the 
restriction* provided in Section 274 (a) or 308 (a) of tha Revenue Act of 1920 or Saction 272 (a) of tha Revenue Act of 1928 
on tha assessment and collection of any deficiency in tax included in the principal sum of the tax liability a* eet forth In the 
eaid instrument, together with any penalty or internet properly applicable thereto aa provided by law. 
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I have examined the return (a) and recommend 
the acceptance of the agreement. 

_.- 6 xo. V 

HU«ma( OWmr) 

..O&fL' { J.... 3 

..fruM. 

I certify that the audit of the retum(s) . j 
the proposed agreement is in accordance therewith. 


I have reviewed the return (a) and approve the 



completed, that the case has been closed, and that 

| 

i 

| 

LL*i iny lHr\*wn 


, 0.SIAK1 MHIAS* 1K1£1t1 
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LAWRENCE C. PHIPPS VS. GUY T. HELVERING. 


i 
I 

30$ 

420 Endorsed: Filed Aug. 16, 1940 

JG\R:rmf :7 
7-25-40 

! 

United States Board of Tax Appeals 
Docket No. 83864. 

Lawrence C. Phipps, Petitioner, 

V. 

Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Respondent. 

Praecipe for Transcript of Record 

To tlie Clerk of the United States Board of 
Tax Appeals: 

Sir: 

| 

You will please prepare a transcript of the record in this 
cause to be filed in the office of the Clerk of the Court of 
Appeals of the District of Columbia, Washington, D. C.,j 
under the appeal heretofore perfected to said court, ands 
include in said transcript copies, duly certified as correct,! 
of the following pleadings, proceedings and papers on file:! 

1. Docket entries of the proceeding before the Board. 

2. Copy of the petition with the exhibits attached thereto.! 

3. Memorandum opinion and final decision of the Board.! 

4. Petition for review. 

5. Stenographer’s official report of proceedings, includ-j 
ing petitioner’s exhibits Nos. 1 to 7, both inclusive. 

6. The stipulation agreeing that the appeal in this j 

421 cause may be taken to the Court of Appeals of the 
District of Columbia. 

7. This praecipe. 


j 

i 
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LAWRENCE C. PHIPPS VS. GUY T. HELVERING. 


Said transcript to be prepared, certified, and transmitted 
as required by law and the rules of the Court of Appeals 
of the District of Columbia. 

D. A. REED 

JOSEPH G. ROBINSON 
Attorneys for Petitioner. 

DAVID A. REED, 

JOSEPH G. ROBINSON, 

REED, SMITH, SHAW & McCLAY, 

747 Union Trust Building, 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. 

Dated August 15, 1940. 

Service of a copy of the within praecipe is hereby ad¬ 
mitted this 16th day of August, 1940. 

J P WENCHEL 
Attorney for Respondent. 

422 Endorsed: United States Board of Tax Appeals 
Filed Aug 28 1940 

Endorsed: Received Aug 28 1940 U. S. Board of Tax 
Appeals 

In the United States Court of Appeals for the District of 

Columbia 

B. T. A. Docket No. 83864 

Lawrence C. Phipps, Petitioner on Review , 

v. 

Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Respondent on 

Review. 

Counter-Praecipe for Record 

To the Clerk of the United States Board of Tax Appeals: 

You will please prepare, transmit, and deliver to the 
Clerk of the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia, 
Washington, 1). C., copies duly certified as correct of the 
following documents and records in the above-entitled 
cause in connection with the petition for review by the said 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia, heretofore 
filed by the petitioner, in addition to the documents and 


LAWRENCE C. PHIPPS VS. GUY T. HELVERING. 305| 

| 

records called for by the petitioner in his Praecipe hereto- 1 
fore filed with the Board: ! 

1. Amendment to petition. 

2. Answer to petition as amended. j 

3. Respondent’s Exhibits A, B, C, D, E and F. 

J. P. WENCHEL, 

Chief Counsel, Bureau of In -1 

ternal Revenue. ! 

j 

Service of a copy of the within counter-praecipe is hereby j 
admitted this 28 day of August, 1940. 

REED SMITH SHAW & McCLAY j 
THOMAS P. JOHNSON 
Attorney for Petitioner on 
Review. 

I 

423 United States Board of Tax Appeals j 

Washington j 

Docket No. 83S64 j 

: j 

Lawrence C. Phipps, Petitioner, 

i 

v. 

Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Respondent. 

Certificate j 

I, B. D. Gamble, clerk of the U. S. Board of Tax Appeals, j 

do hereby certify that the foregoing pages, 1 to 422, inclu- I 
sive, contain and are a true copy of the transcript of rec- j 
ord, papers, and proceedings on file and of record in my j 
office as called for by the Praecipe in the appeal (or ap- j 
peals, as above numbered and entitled. 

In testimony whereof, I hereunto set my hand and affix 
the seal of the United States Board of Tax Appeals, at j 
Washington, in the District of Columbia, this 11th day of 
September, 1940. 

B D GAMBLE 

(Seal) Clerk, United States Board of 

Tax Appeals. 

\ 

Endorsed on Cover: No. 7759 Phipps, Petitioner, vs. j 
Helvering United States Court of Appeals for the Dis- j 
trict of Columbia Filed Sep 17 1940 Joseph W. Stewart, ! 
Clerk. j 
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In The 

United States Court of Appeals 

For the District of Columbia 


APRIL TERM, 1940 


NO. 7759. 


LAWRENCE C. PHIPPS, Petitioner, 

v. 

GUY T. HELVERING, Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue, Respondent. 


On Petition to Review Decision of United States 
Board of Tax Appeals. 


OPINION BELOW. 

The Memorandum Findings of Fact and Opinion of 
the United States Board of Tax Appeals (R. 14) is unre¬ 
ported. 


JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT. 

This case involves income taxes for the calendar 
year 1932. Your petitioner, a resident of Denver, Colo¬ 
rado, filed his income tax return for the calendar year 
1932 (Ex. #1; R. 171) with the Collector of Internal 
Revenue for the District of Colorado, at Denver, Col¬ 
orado, and paid the tax shown due thereon. 

On January 31,1936, respondent mailed to petitioner 
a notice of deficiency for the year 1932, based on an issue 
not involved on this appeal, in the amount of $14,666.16 
(R. 6). On April 21,1936, within the 90-day period, peti- 






4 


Statement of the Case. 


STATEMENT OF THE CASE. 

1. Petitioner is a resident of Denver, Colorado. 

2. Since 1904 petitioner’s business activity has 
consisted of dealing in stocks, bonds and other invest¬ 
ments and in trading in, developing and improving real 
estate, buying and selling (R. 29, 62, 87, 122-124). He 
is an extensive real estate operator (R. 112) deals solely 
on his own account, and does not buy or sell property 
for other people (R. 62). Petitioner’s real estate busi¬ 
ness has been at all times confined to properties owned 
by him personally, by corporations of which he is the 
sole stockholder, or by syndicates in which he holds a 
substantial interest (R. 61-62, 88-89). Petitioner is con¬ 
sidered one of the largest operators in land development 
in Denver (R. 112), and in the course of his real estate 
business, he has assembled and developed large plots for 
subdivision and resale (R. 32-34, 125). These included 
the laying out of streets and the installation of water, 
light, gas and other utilities, all of which were done 
under his personal supervision (R. 87, 113, 125). 

3. The following is a list of properties dealt in by 
petitioner since 1904 in his individual name or through 
his companies, showing dates when they were acquired, 
book value, and the disposition which has been made of 
them (R. 29-39, 43-46). There is also shown the record 
page where each item appears in the testimony. 
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4. A list of the properties owned personally by 
petitioner or in which he had an interest in 1932 is as 
follows 


REAL ESTATE HOLDINGS OF PETITIONER IN 1932. 

° — Owned personally. 

* — Owned by wholly-owned corporation, 
t — Owned by syndicate or corporation in which petitioner 
has a substantial interest. 


°(R. 29,30) 

Third Avenue Property $ 

55,000.00 

°(R. 30) 

5906-8-10 Penn Avenue 

245,000.00 

°(R. 30) 

5900-2-4 Penn Avenue 

150,000.00 

°(R. 31) 

Scott Place Property 

80,000.00 

t(R. 32) 

Standard Consolidated 



Mining Company 

100,000.00 

° (R. 32) 

Richardson & Whitehead 



Property 

90,000.00 

*(R. 33) 

Exposition Avenue Property 

165,000.00 

t(R. 34) 

Alameda Investment Com¬ 



pany 

61,300.00 

*(R. 35) 

Cleboume Apartments 1,214,000.00 

*(R. 35) 

West Colfax Avenue Prop¬ 



erty 

122,000.00 

°(R. 36) 

Sanatorium Property 

300,000.00 

°(R. 36-37) 

Single Oak Property 



Washington, D. C. 

263,000.00 

° (R. 38) 

Bellows Creek Ranch 

74,000.00 

°(R. 39) 

Costillo Land Trust 

25,000.00 

°(R. 39) 

Edward Fair Property 

9,000.00 

°(R. 39-40) 

East Colfax Avenue 

42,096.82 


$2,995,396.82 
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5. Petitioner has, at all times, devoted his personal 
attention to the conduct of these aforesaid business 
activities. He has for many years maintained a suite 
of offices consisting of three rooms (now four rooms) 
at 610 Denver National Building, Denver, Colorado, 
where his books of account, ledgers and records of all 
transactions are kept (R. 46,121). Petitioner regularly 
employs a private secretary, and two other employees 
who do the bookkeeping and stenographic work in con¬ 
nection with his business, and in addition, he consults 
and advises with accountants, attorneys, and real estate 
brokers (R. 87,121). During the years 1919-1931 when 
he served in the United States Senate, petitioner con¬ 
tinued to be personally active in his business, communi¬ 
cating with his employees and consultants by telephone, 
telegraph and letter (122-124). While in Washington 
during his term in the Senate, petitioner’s secretary 
remained with him and devoted his time solely to peti¬ 
tioner’s business affairs (R. 121). Except when in 
Washington, petitioner maintained regular office hours 
and devoted his entire time to his business interests 
(R. 87, 122-125). 

6. A controversy as to whether or not petitioner 
was in the real estate business was decided favorably 
to petitioner by the Bureau of Internal Revenue in a 
dispute arising in connection with petitioner’s income 
tax returns for the calendar years 1930 and 1931 (R. 135- 
140). Exhibits #13, 14, 15 and 16, introduced by peti¬ 
tioner, as part of his evidence (R. 139-140) were, respec¬ 
tively, a protest filed with the Bureau on behalf of 
petitioner involving the above matter, a detailed state¬ 
ment showing the activities constituting petitioner’s real 
estate business, and closing agreements with the Bureau. 
Throughout the year 1932, and for all the years per¬ 
tinent to the present proceeding, petitioner’s business 
activity was the same as it was in 1930 and 1931 (R. 124- 
125). 
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7. In 1902 petitioner purchased the residence at 

1154 East Colfax Avenue, which is the subject of this 
proceeding (R. 28). This residence, situated on a plot 
of ground at the corner of Marion Street and East Col¬ 
fax Avenue, was a large stone structure containing 
thirty-two rooms and nine bathrooms, and was erected 
in 1892 at a cost of approximately $135,000.00. (R. 51, 

169). In 1902 and 1903, and again in 1905, petitioner 
made extensive improvements to the residence and these, 
together with the purchase price of the structure, made 
a total cost to petitioner, exclusive of land, of $104,893.16 
(R. 51, 131, 132). 

8. In 1917 and 1918, petitioner purchased all the 
adjoining lots in the block upon which the residence 
stood, thereby acquiring ownership of the entire tract 
situated on East Colfax Avenue, between Marion and 
Downing Streets, and extending back a depth of 125 
feet (R. 40). The purpose of such acquisition was to 
obtain a site available for the construction of a large 
hotel, apartment house, or other buildings (R. 39, 40, 
143). 

9. Petitioner resided in this home from 1902 to 
1919 when he was elected United States Senator. In 
Washington, he purchased a home and lived there dur¬ 
ing his term of office which expired in 1931 (R. 26-27, 

141) . Upon moving to Washington, D. C. in 1919, peti¬ 
tioner took the important part of his furniture, pictures 
and paintings to his home there, and thereafter the resi¬ 
dence at 1154 East Colfax Avenue was unoccupied, 
although habitable. (R. 28,142). Petitioner never again 
occupied it and on the occasions when he returned to 
Denver he lived at homes rented from friends (R. 28, 

142) . 


10. In 1925 petitioner purchased a new home in 
Denver in the name of his wife and moved to that home 
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the balance of his furniture, furnishings, and personal 
effects which had remained in the East Colfax Avenue 
residence (R. 27, 28). Petitioner, in 1925 decided that 
he would not use the residence at 1154 East Colfax Ave¬ 
nue any longer (R. 142) and the property thereafter 
remained vacant, except for a caretaker (R. 28). In 
1932, to eliminate taxes and other expenses of mainte¬ 
nance, petitioner demolished the residence (R. 117). 

11. Beginning in the spring of 1924 and continuing 
after abandonment of the residence at 1154 East Colfax 
Avenue as his home in 1925, petitioner undertook to sell, 
lease, or develop the entire block on which the residence 
was located (R. 47, 75, 107, 116, 143, 147). The prop¬ 
erty was placed with a number of real estate brokers, 
and a large number of propositions leading to the sale 
or development of the property for business purposes 
were considered. Extensive negotiations were held with 
prospective purchasers in connection with many of these 
propositions, and substantial sums were expended in 
investigating the feasibility of many of the proposals 
(R. 47-51, 90-93, 107-112). In 1925 the neighborhood 
in which the residence was situated had been zoned as 
a business section, and was definitely tending toward 
business activity (R. 77, 80, 84). For this reason and 
because of the size of the house, no market existed for 
the use of the house as a residence, and therefore no 
effort was made to lease or sell it as such (R. 77,81,158). 
Instead, petitioner’s object at all times was to dispose 
of either the residence alone or the entire property, 
including the residence, as a unit for development and 
use as a business (R. 29, 143). 

12. The negotiations which were conducted during 
the period 1925-1932 covered a wide and varied field of 
business uses. They included proposals for using the 
residence as a dentists’ building (R. 107), a doctors’ 
clinic (R. 47,107, Ex. #7), a doctors’ and dentists’ clinic 
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(R. 107), a large restaurant (R. 47, 90), a mortuary 
(R. 48, 91), and various kinds of clubs (R. 47, 48, 111). 
Proposals were also considered and negotiations con¬ 
ducted for the demolition of the building and the con¬ 
struction of new buildings on the property. These 
included the construction of a bowling alley (R. 48,108), 
an amusement center, a swimming pool (R. 50), a large 
hotel (R. Ill), apartments (R. 48), stores (R. 50), and 
at various times, the erection of a large “Drive-In 
Market.” (R. 40, 111). There was also considered the 
construction of a building to be rented to the local 
branches of the film exchange of the large national mov¬ 
ing picture companies (R. 51). 

13. In addition to all of the above propositions, 
there were two others which had advanced to a point 
wherein virtual agreements were reached but which, 
for various reasons, had to be subsequently abandoned. 
The first was a contemplated purchase of the entire 
property in 1925 and 1926 by a group of theater inter¬ 
ests for the sum of $90,000.00 upon which a $5,000.00 
deposit was actually made (R. 48. 92, 109). Later in 
1927 and 1928 the same interests agreed to lease at an 
annual rental of $43,500.00, a large building to be erected 
by petitioner at a cost of $300,000.00 (R. 49-50, 93, 111). 
See in connection with this latter deal, petitioner’s Ex¬ 
hibits #4, 5 and 6, (R. 184-186) being respectively a 
letter from Mr. Van Holt Garrett to Mr. Alvah G. Talbot 
in which Mr. Garrett confirms conversations and sub¬ 
mits a counter-offer on behalf of Senator Phipps, rela¬ 
tive to the lease of the property for the erection of a 
theater at a cost of $300,000.00 to be leased at an annual 
rental of $43,500.00 net; a copy of a telegram from 
Mr. Van Holt Garrett addressed to Senator Phipps 
informing him of the lessees’ acceptance of Senator 
Phipps’ counter-offer; and a telegram from Senator 
Phipps to Mr. Garrett congratulating him upon his sue- 
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cess in arriving at an agreement, and instructing him 
to have the proper papers prepared (R. 49-50, 62). 

14. The depreciated cost of the building to peti¬ 
tioner in 1932, the date of demolition, was $42,688.22. 
(R. 135). This is based on the original cost to petitioner 
plus the improvements made in 1902, 1903 and 1905 in 
the total amount of $104,893.16 (R. 131), and the com¬ 
putation of depreciation at the rate of 2% per annum or 
on the basis of a fifty-year life from 1902. (R. 132,135). 
Salvage value from demolition amounted to $591.40 
(R. 135), leaving a loss to petitioner in the net amount 
of $42,096.82. (R. 149). The fair market value of the 
building, based on the opinion of experts and other 
evidence, was in excess of this figure (R. 70, 75, 93,105). 

15. In his income tax return for the year 1932 
petitioner neglected to include as a deduction from gross 
income the loss incurred by him in that year by reason 
of the demolition of the house on East Colfax Avenue 
(R. 129-130, 144). Original and amended claims for 
refund based on this loss were filed respectively on Sep¬ 
tember 12, 1935 and February 25, 1939 (Exs. #2, 3; 
R. 180,182). At the trial a deficiency based on another 
issue was conceded in favor of petitioner, leaving as the 
sole issue the refund claim based on the allowance of 
the loss deduction on the demolition of the residence at 
1154 East Colfax Avenue (R. 18). 

16. The Board of Tax Appeals in a memorandum 
opinion by Member Harron, entered June 8, 1940, held 
that the petitioner was not entitled to deduct the loss 
and refused to order a refund (R. 14-18). The Board 
made no finding of fact as to whether petitioner was 
engaged in the real estate business in 1932, or whether 
the loss was incurred in a transaction for profit, but 
merely held, in its opinion, that the residence was “never 
converted to business property.” In its opinion the 
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Board expressly refused to decide whether or not the 
loss was incurred in petitioner’s trade or business 
(R. 17). 

STATUTES AND REGULATIONS INVOLVED. 

The Revenue Act of 1932* reads in part as follows: 

“Sec. 23. Deductions From Gross Income. 

“In computing net income there shall be al¬ 
lowed as deductions: 

****** 

“(e) Losses By Individuals. —Subject to the 
limitations provided in subsection (r) of this sec¬ 
tion, in the case of an individual, losses sustained 
during the taxable year and not compensated for 
by insurance or otherwise— 

(1) if incurred in trade or business; or 

(2) if incurred in any transaction entered into 
for profit, though not connected with the 
trade or business; * * 

Treasury Regulations 77 promulgated pursuant to 
the Revenue Act of 1932, reads in part as follows: 

“Art. 171. Losses. —Subject to the limitations 
on losses from sales or exchanges of stocks and 
bonds provided in section 23 (r) and article 272, 
losses sustained by individuals during the taxable 
year and not compensated for by insurance or 
otherwise are fully deductible, except by non-resi¬ 
dent aliens (see section 213 and article 1051), if— 

(a) Incurred in a taxpayer’s trade or busi¬ 
ness, or 

(b) Incurred in any transaction entered 
into for profit. 

****** 


* Act of June 6, 1932, c. 209, 47 Stat. 180, Sec. 23(e); Tit. 26 U. S. 
C. A. Sec. 23 (e). 
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“A loss on the sale of residential property pur- 
chased or constructed by the taxpayer for use as 
his personal residence and so used by him up to 
the time of the sale is not deductible. Where, how¬ 
ever, property so purchased or constructed is prior 
to its sale rented or otherwise appropriated to in¬ 
come-producing purposes and is used for such 
purposes up to the time of its sale, a loss from the 
sale of the property, computed as provided in sec¬ 
tion 111 and article 561, is an allowable deduction 
in an amount not to exceed the excess of the value 
of the property at the time it was appropriated to 
income-producing purposes (with proper adjust¬ 
ment for depreciation) over the amount realized 
from the sale. However, in case the property was 
so appropriated prior to March 1, 1913, the loss is 
an allowable deduction in an amount not to exceed 
the excess of the value of the property at the time 
it was so appropriated or at March 1, 1913, which¬ 
ever is greater (with proper adjustment for depre¬ 
ciation ), over the amount realized from the sale. 

“Art. 172. Voluntary Removal of Buildings. 
—Loss due to the voluntary removal or demolition 
of old buildings, the scrapping of old machinery, 
equipment, etc., incident to renewals and replace¬ 
ments will be deductible from gross income. When 
a taxpayer buys real estate upon which is located a 
building, which he proceeds to raze with a view to 
erecting thereon another building, it will be con¬ 
sidered that the taxpayer has sustained no deduc¬ 
tible loss by reason of the demolition of the old 
building, and no deductible expense on account of 
the cost of such removal, the value of the real es¬ 
tate, exclusive of old improvements, being presum¬ 
ably equal to the purchase price of the land and 
building plus the cost of removing the useless 
building.” 
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STATEMENT OF POINTS. 

1 . 

Petitioner’s loss on the demolition of his former 
residence in 1932 was incurred in his real estate business, 
and is therefore deductible under Section 23 (e) (1) of 
the Revenue Act of 1932. 


2 . 

Petitioner’s loss on the demolition of his former 
residence in 1932 was incurred in a transaction entered 
into for profit, and is therefore deductible under Section 
23 (e) (2) of the Revenue Act of 1932. 
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SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT. 

This proceeding involves the allowance of a loss 
deduction on the demolition, in 1932, of a residence for¬ 
merly occupied by petitioner but which he had aban¬ 
doned in 1925. The deduction is claimed both under 
Section 23 (e) (1) of the Revenue Act of 1932 allowing 
the loss if “incurred in a trade or business”, and under 
Section 23 (e) (2) allowing the loss if incurred in “any 
transaction entered into for profit, though not connected 
with the trade or business”. Article 172 of Regulations 
77, interpreting these sections, expressly permits the 
deduction of a demolition loss. 

The question of whether the loss was incurred in a 
“trade or business” under 23 (e)(1) rests on the con¬ 
currence of two factors: First, that petitioner was 
engaged in the real estate business between 1925 and 
1932; and second, that the residence was a part of that 
business during those years. The testimony offered 
by petitioner in this case amply supports the existence 
of both these factors. Nevertheless, the Board in its 
memorandum opinion, held that the residence was 
“never converted to business property” and refused to 
consider the issue arising under Section 23 (e) (1). In 
reaching the conclusion that the residence was not 
“business property” after 1925, the Board followed a 
number of cases involving a loss on the sale of residence 
property. These cases were decided under Section 
23 (e) (2), or corresponding sections in other Revenue 
Acts, allowing a loss incurred in “any transaction 
entered into for profit”. They hold that the test of a 
“transaction” is the renting of the residence between 
its abandonment by the owner and sale. Hence, the 
Board reasoned, since the residence was never rented 
between 1925-1932, it was “never converted into busi- 
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ness property”. Petitioner contends that the question 
under Section 23 (e)(1) is not whether an isolated 
venture was a “transaction entered into for profit” 
under Section 23 (e)(2), but whether the loss on the 
demolition was incurred in petitioner’s real estate busi¬ 
ness under Section 23 (e)(1). While the test of rent¬ 
ing may be decisive in the former issue, it has no bear¬ 
ing on the latter issue since if petitioner was in the 
real estate business in 1925-1932 and the residence 
during that period became a part of that business, the 
loss is deductible under 23 (e)(1), irrespective of 
whether or not it was rented. In refusing to decide the 
question under Section 23 (e) (1) on the basis of these 
cases, therefore, the Board entirely misconceived the 
issue and the factors which determine that issue. Con¬ 
sidering those factors as the Board should have, the 
conclusion is fully justified that petitioner suffered a 
loss in 1932 in his trade or business. 

But even when the issue under Section 23 (e)(2) is 
examined it will be found that the loss is also deducti¬ 
ble under its provisions. That section allows the deduc¬ 
tion where the loss is incurred “in any transaction 
entered into for profit, though not connected with the 
trade or business”, and the existence of such a transac¬ 
tion is a legal conclusion derived from the facts in each 
case. Petitioner submits that there are facts in this 
case clearly evidencing that, after 1925, the residence 
property was a “transaction entered into for profit”. 
Briefly summarized, these facts are first, that after 1925 
the residence was marketed exclusively for business 
uses and never as a residence; second, that in many 
instances not only the residence, but the entire block 
of which it was a part, was the subject of a real estate 
promotion seeking to develop the block for business 
purposes; and third, that a comprehensive program, 
including many extensive negotiations involving the ex- 
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penditure of time and money, was undertaken by peti¬ 
tioner and his agents, in developing the property. 

Given its usual and ordinary meaning it would seem 
that these facts sufficiently demonstrate the existence 
of a transaction for profit. Yet, simply because the 
residence was not rented, the Board held that there was 
no such transaction. In so holding, the Board relied on 
the cases which have held that the test of a transaction 
for profit is the renting of the residence. These cases 
purport to follow the decision in Heiner v. Tindle, infra, 
the leading case on the subject, decided by the Supreme 
Court of the United States. Petitioner submits, how¬ 
ever, that this case nowhere holds that renting is the 
exclusive test of a transaction for profit and that the 
cases relied on by the Board following that decision 
differ so materially on their facts as to be without per¬ 
suasive force in determining the issue here. Fundamen¬ 
tally, the issue under Section 23 (e) (2) is whether or 
not there was a “transaction entered into for profit”, 
and that issue is not to be determined by an arbitrary 
rule, but rather by a consideration of all the facts as 
they appear. Approached from that viewpoint, the tes¬ 
timony in this case discloses the existence of a “trans¬ 
action” fully measuring up to the statutory requirement. 
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An examination of the cases involving a loss on j 
residential property discloses that the loss deduction 
has been uniformly claimed under the provisions of 
Section 23 (e)(2) or corresponding sections of the vari- j 
ous Revenue Acts, allowing a loss incurred in “any j 
transaction entered into for profit though not connected 
with the trade or business”. Unlike these other cases, 
petitioner’s claim in this case rests not only on Section j 
23 (e) (2), but also on Section 23 (e)(1) of the Reve¬ 
nue Act of 1932,* allowing a deduction for losses “in¬ 
curred in trade or business”. In its memorandum 
opinion, the Board of Tax Appeals refused to decide the j 
issue presented by petitioner under Section 23 (e)(1). j 
Relying on cases heretofore decided under 23 (e) (2), it j 
held that the residence was “never converted into busi- j 
ness property” and disposed of the issue under Section j 
23 (e)(1) as follows: “In view of this conclusion it is j 
not necessary to consider whether petitioner was en¬ 
gaged in the real estate business during the period from j 
1925-1932, inclusive, or whether petitioner actually j 
sustained or suffered a loss on the voluntary demolition 
of the house”. (R. 17). Likewise, the Board made no 
findings of fact as to whether petitioner was in the real 
estate business and whether the loss was incurred as a 
part of that business. 

j 

Petitioner contends that the issue under Section j 
23 (e) (1) allowing a loss incurred in trade or business j 
is distinct from that under 23 (e)(2) allowing a loss 
incurred in a transaction for profit; that it involves dif¬ 
ferent considerations; and that in failing to find as a 


* Act of June 6, 1932, c. 209, 47 Stat 180, Sec. 23(e); Tit. 26 U. S. 
C. A. Sec. 23(e). 
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fact and to decide as a matter of law that petitioner 
sustained a loss in his trade or business under Section 
23 (e) (1), the Board committed error. 

Petitioner contends further that the Board erred 
in holding that the residence was “never converted into 
business property” and that the loss was therefore not 
incurred in a transaction for profit under Section 
23 (e) (2). Both issues, presenting questions of law, 
or at least mixed questions of fact and law, are review- 
able by this Court Heiner v. Tindie, 276 U. S. 582; 
Marsch v. Commissioner of Internal Revenue (C. C. 
A.-7), 110 Fed. (2d) 423; Washburn v. Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue (C. C. A.-8), 51 Fed. (2d) 949; and 
see the concurring opinion by Mr. Justice Frankfurter 
in Deputy v. Du Pont, 308 U. S. 313. 


1 . 


Petitioner’s loss on the demolition of his former resi¬ 
dence in 1932 was incurred in his real estate business 
and is therefore deductible under Section 23 (e) (1) 
of the Revenue Act of 1932. 

The statutory provision contained in Section 23 
(e)(1) of the Revenue Act of 1932 allowing the deduc¬ 
tion of losses “incurred in trade or business” is imple¬ 
mented by Article 172 of Regulations 77, promulgated 
under that act, which expressly permits the deduction of 
“losses due to the voluntary removal or demolition of 
old buildings”. Clearly, the applicability of the stat¬ 
utory provision and its accompanying regulation to this 
case requires the concurrence of two factors: (1) That 
during the years 1925-1932 the period pertinent to this 
proceeding, petitioner was in the real estate business; 
and (2) that from 1925 until its demolition in 1932 the 
house at 1154 East Colfax Avenue was a part of that 
business. 
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(a) Petitioner was engaged in the real estate 
business during the years 1925-1932. 

On numerous occasions, the Courts and the Board 
of Tax Appeals have been called upon to interpret thd 
words “trade or business”. In Flint v. Stone Tracy Co., 
220 U. S. 108, a case involving the Corporation Excise 
Tax Act of 1909, the Supreme Court of the United States,! 
at page 171, thus defined “business”: 

“Business is a very comprehensive term andj 
embraces everything about which a person can bej 
employed. Black’s Law Diet., 158, citing People v.j 
Commissioners of Taxes, 23 N. Y. 242, 244. ‘That! 
which occupies the time, attention and labor of men! 
for the purpose of a livelihood or profit.’ Bouvier’si 
Law Dictionary, Vol. I, p. 273.” 

This definition has been frequently cited and ap- ; 
proved. Von Baumbach v. Sargent Land Co., 242 U. S.i 
503; Washburn v. Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 
(C. C. A.-8) 51 Fed. (2d) 949; Ignaz Schwinn, 9 B. T. A.j 
1304. In the Schwinn case, the Board at page 1308, said: j 

“When the expression ‘trade or business’ is! 
used in the statute in connection with losses it! 
would seem to refer to a regular occupation or call- j 
ing of the taxpayer, for the purpose of livelihood or! 
profit. This is one of the accepted definitions of the 
term ‘business’ and is probably its most usual legal 
sense. Flint v. Stone Tracy Co., (1911), 220 U. S. 
107,171; 31 Sup. Ct. 342; Hewin v. Atlanta (1905),! 
121 Ga. 723; 49 S. E. 765, 768; Easterbrook v. j 
Hebrew Ladies Orphan Society (1912) 85 Conn, i 
289; 82 Atl. 561, 563 ; Allen v. Commonwealth I 
(1905), 188 Mass. 59; 74 N. E. 287, 288. As to a j 
similar conception of the word ‘trade’, see May v. j 
Sloan (1879), 101 U. S. 231, 237; In re Charles Town \ 

I 
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Light & Power Co. (1910), 183 Fed. 160,163; United 

States v. Douglas (1911), 190 Fed. 482, 484.” 

The testimony in the present case details at consid¬ 
erable length the business activities of petitioner. It 
discloses that petitioner is a man of large affairs. His 
business activities are not confined to one enterprise 
but are many and varied. They comprise interests in 
various corporations, trading and dealing in stocks, 
bonds and other investments, and buying, selling, leas¬ 
ing, subdividing and managing real estate. Insofar as 
his real estate interests are concerned, petitioner deals 
solely in his own property, the majority of which is held 
either in his own name, in corporations wholly owned by 
him, or in syndicates in which he holds a proportionate 
interest. Petitioner actively and personally manages 
this business, maintaining a suite of offices, employ¬ 
ing three employees and devoting long hours to its 
proper conduct, along with his other regular inter¬ 
ests. Real estate agents are employed, but here, as in 
the case of the corporations and syndicates wherein peti¬ 
tioner has the whole, or a substantial interest, all mat¬ 
ters are constantly supervised and directed by petitioner. 

The scope and extent of petitioner’s real estate ac¬ 
tivity is indicated by the tables of real estate transac¬ 
tions inserted as part of the Statement of Facts. These 
tables, containing only the major properties appearing 
in the testimony, indicate that from the period 1904- 
1939 petitioner’s real estate interests amounted in book 
value to $3,533,575.00, and that in 1932 he still retained 
interests having a book value in the sum of $2,995,396.82. 
Over twenty substantial interests are itemized. Among 
them appear four projects involving the development 
and subdivision of large tracts of land. These required 
the laying out of streets and the installation of water, 
light, gas and other utilities, all of which were personally 



Argument. 


25 | 

supervised and directed by petitioner. Examples of 
such projects are the “Exposition Avenue Property” (R. j 
33) and the “Richardson and Whitehead Property.” (R. \ 
32). The former was acquired by petitioner in 1928 at | 
a cost of $165,000.00 and consisted of two plots, one of j 
80 acres and another of 40 acres. The acquisition of the j 
80 acre plot required 20 different deals to complete, j 
After it was developed and improved the entire tract j 
was conveyed to the Belcaro Realty Investment Com- i 
pany, a corporation wholly owned by petitioner. The 
latter development has always been held in petitioner’s j 
own name. It was subdivided into 240 lots of which 
200 have been sold. Petitioner paid $90,000 in 1923 for 
the property and has realized upwards of $155,000 there¬ 
from. Examples of other large holdings include busi- j 
ness properties in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania having a 
book value of $530,000 which are rented, and a large j 
apartment house in New York having a book value of 
$1,214,000 and yielding a rental of $50,000 to $220,000 j 
annually. 

Activities such as these have been held to consti-! 

i 

tute a business on numerous occasions. Washburn v. j 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue, (C.C.A.-8) 51 Fed. j 
(2d) 949, Foss v. Commissioner of Internal Revenue , j 
(C.C.A.-1) 75 Fed. (2d) 326; Harvey H. Ostenberg, et 
al, Adm’rs., 17 B.T.A. 738. In the Washburn case, the 
Court said, at page 954: 

“The business of petitioner was not merely; 
looking after investments or reaping the return of j 
past labor represented thereby. He had an office 
with a complete organization, and gave personal at- 
tention to, and participated in, the management of j 
these various companies and enterprises in which j 
he had the investments, not for the purpose of con- j 
serving them merely, but of carrying them on sue- | 
cessfully and making them profitable. To this he 
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gave his entire time, receiving no salary, except such 
as might cover his expenses. His work for these 
different enterprises was not merely sporadic, but 
was a continuous and regular carrying on. Petition¬ 
er testified he worked as hard at his new line of 
work as he did when he was practicing law. His in¬ 
come was the result, not alone of his investments, 
but also of his labor expended in connection with 
the management of the companies in which he had 
such investments. The combination of the two is 
his vocation.” 

In Foss. v. Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 
supra, the principle was enunciated as follows (page 
327) : 

“A person of property, who devotes his time 
to the active management of it and also to active 
participation in the management of the companies 
in which his property is invested, and who main¬ 
tains an office for that purpose where he spends a 
substantial part of his time, is carrying on business 
within the meaning of this statute.” 

And in Harvey H. Ostenberg, et al., Adm’rs., supra, 
the Board stated, at page 746: 

“It appears from the evidence that Ostenberg 
was a capitalist and an investor on a large scale. 
He invested in stocks and bonds and in various en¬ 
terprises which showed a prospect of profit. Such 
investing and connections with the various enter¬ 
prises in which he was interested constituted the 
only business he had, the source of his income, and 
his means of livelihood.” 

See also for similar statements, Miller v. Commis¬ 
sioner of Internal Revenue, (C.C.A.-9) 102 Fed. (2d) 
476; Du Pont v. Deputy, et al., Admr’s. (C.C.A.-3) 103 
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Fed. (2d) 257, rev’d on other grounds 308 U.S. 313; 
Leigh Carroll, 20 B.T. A. 1029; Glenn M. Averill, 20 B.T. A. 
1196; app. dis. 53 Fed. (2d) 1079; cf. Sam. J. Reckford, 
40 B.T.A. 899. 

Cases wherein the issue has been confined solely to 
whether or not the taxpayer was in the real estate 
business support even more strongly the conclusion that 
petitioner here was in that business. Thus, in Marsch 
v. Commissioner of Internal Revenue (C.C.A.-7) 110 Fed. 
(2d) 423, petitioner was the president and general man¬ 
ager of a contracting corporation. He devoted most of 
his time to that business and obtained from it the larg¬ 
est source of his income. He was also engaged in breed¬ 
ing race horses. In addition to these activities petitioner 
had bought and sold real estate over a period of years 
from 1905 to 1931. In his return for 1932 he sought to 
deduct a net loss incurred in 1931 in his real estate activi¬ 
ties on the ground that he was in the real estate business. 
Only two sales were made in 1931 and from the opinion 
it appears that none were made in 1932. The Board of 
Tax Appeals decided that the petitioner was not en¬ 
gaged in the real estate business in 1932. On appeal the 
Court reversed the Board and held the petitioner’s ac¬ 
tivities were sufficient to place him in the real estate 
business and allowed the deduction. A reading of that 
case clearly indicates that the petitioner’s real estate 
activities there were far less than those which exist in 
the present situation. 

In Julius Levy, decided August 31, 1939, B.T.A. 
Memo. Op. C.C.H. Dec. #10,818-B, petitioner’s assets 
consisted of eight mortgages. He was held to be in the 
real estate business and expenses of this business were 
allowed as deductions. In Geo. E. Jephson, 37 B.T.A. 
1117, petitioner, who owned no other real estate and was 
not in the real estate business, acquired a five-story resi- 
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dence adjoining his home which he unsuccessfully at¬ 
tempted to rent. For tax purposes he was deemed in the 
real estate business and a deduction was allowed for 
maintenance expenses and depreciation. See also Lucy 
E. Brodbeck, 8 B.T.A. 969; Royal Irwin, 37 B.T.A. 51. 

In Eugene Higgins, 39 B.T.A. 1005, aff’d. (C.C.A.-2), 
111 Fed. (2d) 795, petitioner owned real estate valued 
at $10,000 situated in New York City. He maintained an 
office in New York and employed three persons therein. 
Petitioner resided in France and had done so since 1921, 
but was consulted and made all decisions by telephone, 
letter or cable. In a proceeding involving the deductions 
of expenses, respondent admitted and the Board held, 
that petitioner was in the real estate business. In R. J. 
Richards, 30 B.T.A. 1131, aff’d. (C.C.A.-9) 81 Fed. (2d) 
369, petitioner and his wife, owned farm lands, which 
became valuable for a residential development. Peti¬ 
tioner undertook their development and subdivision, and 
the property was conveyed to a trust company which 
held title as security for loans and to facilitate con¬ 
veyancing. It was held that petitioner was engaged in 
the real estate business and that his profits were tax¬ 
able accordingly. See G. C. M. 8787, IX-2 C. B., p. 189, 
for a similar ruling on activities involving the develop¬ 
ment and subdivision of real estate. 

Petitioner’s real estate interests are larger, and his 
activities greater, than those in Marsch v. Commissioner 
of Internal Revenue, supra; Julius Levy, supra; Geo. H. 
Jephson, supra; and R. J. Richards, supra. In the 
Marsch case taxpayer devoted most of his time and 
obtained most of his income from the contracting busi¬ 
ness. Like the petitioner, he had no broker’s license and 
dealt only in his own property. His activity, however, 
was restricted to sales and purchases and these were 
somewhat insignificant, there having been only two sales 
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made in 1931 and none during the taxable year. In the j 
Levy case, the taxpayer’s sole assets consisted of eight j 
mortgages. In the Jephson case, taxpayer had but one 
property, and even this was never rented. In the Rich¬ 
ards case, taxpayer was engaged in developing real j 
estate no larger in size than petitioner’s real estate de- j 
velopments; added to this, petitioner’s development oper- j 
ations were only one part of his entire real estate busi- i 
ness, whereas the Richards’ development projects j 
constituted the entire business in that case. In the | 
Higgins case, while taxpayer’s holdings there were j 
larger, he resided in France, was not personally present, j 
and did not devote regular hours to his business, as did j 
the petitioner in the present situation. 

Petitioner is none the less engaged in the real estate j 
business because some of his operations are carried on i 
through corporations which he owns or in which he has j 
an interest. Washburn v. Commissioner of Internal j 
Revenue, (C. C. A.-8), 51 Fed. (2d) 949; R. J. Richards, j 
30 B. T. A. 1131, aff’d., (C. C. A.-9) 81 Fed. (2d) 369; | 
Glenn M. Averill, 20 B. T. A. 1196, appeal dismissed 53 
Fed. (2d) 1079. Likewise, the petitioner may be en- j 
gaged in a number of businesses although he spends only I 
a part of his time in each. Marsch v. Commissioner of j 
Internal Revenue, supra; Washburn v. Commissioner of j 
Internal Revenue, supra; R. J. Richards, supra; Ignaz \ 
Schwinn, 9 B. T. A. 1304; John D. Roney, 26 B. T. A. 1213, j 
aff’d. 67 Fed. (2d) 165, cert. den. 290 U. S. 705. 

i 

Supplementing all of the foregoing, we have, in the 
present situation, two other factors which are important j 
in evidencing the nature of petitioner’s business activity. | 
One is the uncontradicted testimony of petitioner, his 
secretary, and his real estate broker, that his business j 
is “trading in and developing and improving real estate— : 
buying and selling”. (R. 29,112,124). The other is the | 
fact that a controversy over whether petitioner was en- j 
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gaged in the real estate business arose between peti¬ 
tioner and the Bureau of Internal Revenue in the audit of 
his federal income tax returns for the years 1930 and 
1931. The Bureau decided in favor of petitioner, recog¬ 
nizing thereby that he was engaged in the real estate 
business (R. 135-140). The agreement was signed by 
the Secretary of the Treasury (R. 138-139). Except for 
changes in particular items, petitioner’s business in 1932 
and throughout the period pertinent to this proceeding 
was the same. 

Petitioner’s real estate activity has been continuous 
and uninterrupted from 1904 to the present time. A 
study of the testimony reveals that from 1925 to 1932, 
the period here involved, petitioner’s real estate activity 
was as great, if not greater, than at any other time. A 
large portion of petitioner’s time and personal attention 
is devoted to it; and from it a substantial part of his 
income is derived. It is submitted, therefore, that in the 
light of the decided cases wherein the same question has 
arisen, petitioner was, and still is, in the real estate 
business. 

(b) The residence became a part of petitioner’s 
real estate business following its abandon¬ 
ment in 1925 and on its demolition in 1932, 
the loss arising thereby was incurred in 
that business. 

If, then, petitioner was in the real estate business 
from 1925 to 1932, the loss which he suffered on the 
demolition of the residence at 1154 East Colfax Avenue 
in 1932 is deductible only if it was incurred as a part 
of that business, and not as an isolated transaction. 
Louis M. Goldberg v. Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 
(C. A. of D. C.) 59 App. D. C. 147, 36 Fed. (2d) 551; 
Washburn v. Commissioner of Internal Revenue, (C. C. 
A.-8) 51 Fed. (2d) 949; Marsch v. Commissioner of In- 
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temal Revenue, (C. C. A.-7) 110 Fed. (2d) 423; Mente v. 
Eisner, 266 Fed. (2d) 161, cert. den. 254 U. S. 635; Oscar \ 
K. Eysenbach, 10 B. T. A. 716; Ignaz Schwinn, 9 B. T. A. j 
1304. 

The testimony on this point is substantial in sup¬ 
port of the conclusion that after 1925 and until its demo- j 
lition in 1932 the residence was a part of petitioner’s real | 
estate business. That testimony discloses a number of j 
factors present in this case which are not present in the | 
usual case of an individual disposing of a residence, j 
First of all petitioner’s business is real estate, and fol- | 
lowing the abandonment of the house as a residence 
in 1925, it was included in, and continuously handled by 
petitioner as but one item among all his other real estate j 
properties. Like his other properties, petitioner sought | 
to find a business use for the building or the entire prop- | 
erty on which it stood. It will be noted that, in many j 
cases, petitioner did not simply attempt to dispose of ! 
the house alone, but placed the entire property on the i 
market. This included the whole block fronting on East j 
Colfax, bounded by Marion and Downing Streets, and j 
extending back a depth of 125 feet. Petitioner had ac- I 
quired ownership of the block by purchasing in 1917 and j 
1918, the lots adjoining the residence property. At that ! 
time, he had in mind the disposition of the property as j 
a site for a large hotel or apartment house. This was j 
in line with petitioner’s usual business policy of acquir- j 
ing entire “blockage” sites and disposing of them as a 
unit, examples of which are the “Grandview Avenue j 
Property” in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania (R. 37), wherein j 
petitioner acquired the complete unit surrounding his 
residence and disposed of it for development purposes; 
and the “Washington, D. C. Property” (R. 36-37) which | 
petitioner occupied as a residence while serving as 
United States Senator, and later converted to business j 
uses. As early as 1917, therefore, petitioner had con- j 
templated the ultimate use of the property at 1154 East j 
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Colfax Avenue as a business proposition along with his 
other real estate interests; and after 1925, this plan was 
carried out by attempting to dispose of the whole prop¬ 
erty, rather than the residence alone. 


The significant factor here is that petitioner was 
not simply attempting to dispose of a residence for which 
he no longer had any use. He was placing the whole 
property on the market as a commercial enterprise, for 
sale or development. This was in line with his usual real 
estate activities and such property was "but one item 
among other properties which petitioner held for sale 
or development in his real estate business. 

A further factor marking the residence as part of 
petitioner’s business after 1925 is the treatment which 
it received after that date. From that time until the 
demolition of the residence in 1932, diligent, concen¬ 
trated and strenuous efforts were made to find a suitable 
business use for the property. Here was not the 
simple placing of a residence, by an individual with 
a broker for sale or lease, awaiting a purchaser. 
Instead, petitioner, in conjunction with his regular 
real estate agents, undertook active negotiations 
with a variety of business enterprises looking toward 
the sale, lease or development of the entire property. A 
large number of propositions were considered, of which 
the eighteen contained in the testimony and listed in the 
Statement of Facts are the major ones. Plans included 
the use of the property as a club, school, office building, 
theater, mortuary, restaurant, market and other uses. 
Some contemplated the remodeling of the residence, 
while others required the demolition of the residence 
and the erection of a new building. On a number of oc¬ 
casions architects were retained and drawings submit¬ 
ted. In the conduct of this work, petitioner was in con¬ 
stant touch with his real estate agent, Mr. Van Holt 
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Garrett, who spent the greater part of his time on this 
one project alone. In two instances, virtual agreements 
were concluded between petitioner and others as a result 
of these negotiations. The first was an offer by certain 
theater interests made in the latter part of 1927 and 
early in 1928 to purchase the entire property for $90,000 
and on which a $5,000 deposit was actually paid. The 
second was an agreement with the same group made in 
the latter part of 1927 and the early part of 1928 whereby 
petitioner would erect a large building at a cost of 
$300,000 and lease it at an annual rental of $43,500. All 
that remained was to sign the papers when, because 
first-run films could not be obtained, the deal was mutu¬ 
ally abandoned. Finally, in 1932, the residence was 
demolished to save taxes as well as to place the property 
in a more desirable position for probable business de¬ 
velopment. 

When it is borne in mind that petitioner’s business 
was the sale, leasing and development of properties of 
which he owned a substantial number, the treatment of 
the East Colfax property, after its abandonment as a 
residence in 1925, clearly identifies it as a part of that 
business. The handling of the whole property as a unit, 
for business purposes, the large number of propositions 
discussed and investigated, the extended negotiations on 
many of such propositions, the virtual agreement in one 
instance to sell, and in another to build and lease, all 
point to business activity. This was no isolated trans¬ 
action, separate and apart from the taxpayer’s usual 
business. Nor was it the usual situation of an owner 
attempting to dispose of property once used as a resi¬ 
dence. Petitioner’s business was the sale, leasing and 
development of his real properties; and after 1925, irre¬ 
spective of what it had been before, the property at 115If 
East Colfax Avenue became a part of that business, the 
demolition of which resulted in a loss incurred in his 
trade or business . 
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(c) Cases decided under Section 28 (e) (2) are 
irrelevant to the question raised under Sec¬ 
tion 28 (e) (1), and the Board erred in 
citing those cases to justify its refusal to 
decide the issue here involved. 

Despite all of the foregoing, however, the Board of 
Tax Appeals, in its memorandum opinion, held that the 
residence was “never converted to business property” 
and for that reason refused to decide the issue arising 
under Section 23 (e) (1) as to whether the loss was 
“incurred in trade or business”. The Board’s conclu¬ 
sion rested on a number of cases, heretofore decided, 
wherein residence property was involved. Reiner v. 
Tindle, 276 U. S. 582; Morgan v. Commissioner of In¬ 
ternal Revenue (C. C. A.-5), 76 Fed. (2d) 390; Fremont 
C. Peck, 34 B. T. A. 402; and see Reg. 77, Art. 171, pro¬ 
mulgated under the Revenue Act of 1932. In all of these 
cases, as well as in Article 171, Regulation 77, the test 
of a “transaction for profit” was held to rest on whether 
the residence, after abandonment and prior to its sale, 
was rented, remodeled or “otherwise appropriated to 
income-producing purposes”. Applying those cases to 
the present situation, the Board concluded that, with¬ 
out a renting or a remodeling, the residence was never 
“business property”. 

It is precisely at this point, petitioner submits, that 
the Board fell into error. For in those cases, as well 
as many others, the single issue was whether or not the 
loss on the sale of a former residence was deductible 
under the provisions of Section 23 (e) (2), or corre¬ 
sponding sections, allowing the loss incurred in “any 
transaction entered into for profit though not con¬ 
nected with the trade or business”. In all of them, a 
single isolated transaction was involved and the test of 
renting or remodeling was applied to determine the 
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existence of a transaction for profit under Section j 
23(e)(2). ! 

l 

j 

Here the issue is whether the loss was “incurred in | 
a trade or business” under Section 23 (e) (1) and not ! 
whether it was incurred in a “transaction for profit” j 
under Section 23 (e) (2). This issue is one which was j 
not raised in any of the cases relied on by the Board. I 
In all those cases, the residence was admittedly an j 
isolated transaction. Here the issue is whether the resi- j 
dence was a part of petitioner’s business or an isolated j 
transaction. These issues are entirely distinct and in- j 
volve different considerations; and to apply the cases! 
decided under 23 (e)(2) involving a loss deduction 
incurred in a transaction for profit to a situation where j 
the loss deduction is claimed as one incurred in a trade! 
or business under 23 (e)(1) is, petitioner submits, to j 
misconceive entirely the issue involved. 

! 

Petitioner has been able to find but one case in¬ 
volving residence property which illustrates this distinc- j 
tion. It is the case of Goldberg v. Commissioner of j 
Internal Revenue (C. A. of D. C.), 59 App. D. C. 147, 
36 Fed. C2d) 551, decided by this Court in 1929 and is 
the only case where the contention was made that a loss 
on residential property was incurred in trade or busi¬ 
ness. There petitioner organized a corporation in 1915 j 
to buy, sell and rent real estate. He was president, treas- j 
urer, and sole stockholder, and all transactions were car-| 
ried on through the corporation. In 1920 petitioner, 
purchased in his own name a house and lot which he sold 
at a loss in 1923. In his return for 1924 petitioner! 
claimed a net loss carry-over from 1923 on the ground; 
that the loss in 1923 was incurred in a “business regu¬ 
larly carried on” under Section 204 of the Revenue Act 
of 1921. It appeared that this was the only property 
carried by petitioner in his individual name. This Court 
refused to allow the deduction holding that the sale of 
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the real estate property held in petitioner’s individual 
name was an isolated transaction and not part of his 
real estate business, which was a separate entity. 

This case, although it disallows the deduction, is 
nevertheless important because it illustrates the proper 
approach to the problem here presented. The Court 
was not concerned with whether or not the property was 
rented. It simply inquired as to whether the property 
became part of petitioner’s regular business, and find¬ 
ing that the property was an isolated transaction and 
not a part of that business, denied the deduction. Ap¬ 
proaching the problem in the instant situation, similarly, 
it is at once apparent that the factual basis is here far 
different than that which existed in the Goldberg case. 
There, petitioner operated solely through one wholly- 
owned corporation. Here, petitioner operated as well 
in his individual name as through corporations and 
syndicates. There, the property was the only item held 
by the petitioner in his individual name. Here, peti¬ 
tioner had a number of large and substantial interests 
in his own name as well as the property in issue. There, 
it does not appear that anything was done with the 
property. Here, the testimony is abundant to show that 
the property was handled extensively as a business 
proposition in the same way as petitioner’s other real 
estate interests. The Goldberg case is, therefore, dis¬ 
tinguishable on its facts. But in deciding the issue as 
it does, petitioner submits, the case is illustrative of 
the proper approach to the issue arising under Section 
23 (e) (1) which is presented in this case. 

It is petitioner’s position, therefore, that the allow¬ 
ance of a loss as “incurred in trade or business” under 
Section 23 (e) (1) is a separate and distinct issue and 
that none of the cases decided under Section 23 (e)(2) 
involving a “transaction entered into for profit” are 
applicable to that issue. All of such cases, as well as 
the Regulations, deal with an isolated transaction in 
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which the test of renting has been deemed decisive of 
the existence of a transaction for profit. Here the issue 
is not whether there exists an isolated transaction for 
profit under Section 23 (e)(2). The issue is whether 
the loss was incurred in a trade or business under 23 
(e) (1) and the decisive factors are whether petitioner 
was in the real estate business and whether the resi¬ 
dence was a part of that business. Petitioner submits 
that the testimony in this case abundantly demonstrates 
the presence of these two factors, and that in refusing 
to find as a fact and to decide as a matter of law that 
the loss on the demolition of the residence in 1932 was 
incurred in petitioner’s trade or business under Section 
23 (e) (1), the Board committed error. 


2 . 


Petitioner’s loss on the demolition of his former resi¬ 
dence in 1932 was incurred in a transaction entered 
into for profit and is therefore deductible under 
Section 23 (e) (2) of the Revenue Act of 1932. 

A second ground for the deduction in this case is 
Section 23 (e) (2) allowing the loss if incurred in “any 
transaction entered into for profit though not connected 
with the trade or business”. The Board decided the case 
on this provision and held that there was no transaction 
for profit because, as it stated, the residence was “never 
converted into business property”. 

In permitting the deduction of losses incurred in any 
transaction entered into for profit the statute thereby 
extends the scope of allowable deductions to a point 
outside ordinary business activities, for what is required 
is simply that taxpayer embark upon the venture, what¬ 
ever it may be, with the object of making a financial gain 
or profit. See Paul & Mertens Law of Federal Taxation 
(1934) vol. 3, sec. 26.49, p. 338. Consequently the pres- 
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ence of a profit motive is a prerequisite to the deduction; 
and bounded only by this limitation, each case must rest 
upon its own facts. 

Here the testimony discloses three factors which 
amply demonstrate the existence of such a “transaction” 
following the abandonment of the residence in 1925. The 
first factor is that the residence after that date was 
never held for sale or lease as a residence. The proposi¬ 
tions entertained and the extensive negotiations con¬ 
ducted with prospective tenants or purchasers all con¬ 
templated the use of the property as a business. All of 
petitioner’s energies and all of his efforts were concen¬ 
trated on the development of the property in this direc¬ 
tion. It has already been pointed out that petitioner 
was, and is, a large real estate operator, trading in and 
developing his own real estate, and buying and selling. 
Even prior to his abandonment of the residence in 1925, 
petitioner was considering the possible business uses of 
the property as an added item to his already large num¬ 
ber of real estate holdings. After 1925, petitioner pro¬ 
ceeded to do with this property exactly what he had 
done and was doing with many of his other properties, 
namely, to trade, sell, lease or develop the property in 
order to realize income. 

The second factor is that petitioner did not simply 
list a residence, in which he no longer desired to live, 
with a broker for sale or lease in an effort to dispose of 
it. Instead, he entered into protracted and exhaustive 
negotiations leading toward the sale, lease or develop¬ 
ment of the whole block as well as the residence for 
business uses. The residence, alone, was not placed on 
the market, but the entire block on which it stood; and 
the efforts to develop a use for the property contem¬ 
plated the utilization of this entire block and not sim¬ 
ply the residence. True, only the residence is here in¬ 
volved; but the efforts to develop a business use of the 
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entire block including the residence is significant evi¬ 
dence that here was a real estate venture properly char¬ 
acterized as a transaction for profit. 

The third factor is that a comprehensive program, 
extending over seven years, was undertaken, wherein a 
large number of negotiations were conducted for the 
purpose of selling, leasing or developing the residence 
alone, or the entire block on which it stood, for some 
business use. The testimony details at considerable 
length these negotiations and proposals. They included 
plans to develop the property as a medical center, a 
physicians’ and surgeons’ building, a dentists’ building, 
a mortuary, apartment houses, hotels, stores, markets, 
bowling alleys, an amusement center, and a theater 
building. In two instances virtual agreements were 
reached, which for various reasons, had to be abandoned. 
They emphasize, however, the extent to which the char¬ 
acter of the residence had changed after its abandon¬ 
ment in 1925. 

Clearly, we have here a picture far different from 
the usual situation of an owner merely listing his resi¬ 
dence with a broker for rent or sale. We have here, in¬ 
stead, a business venture with profit as its motive, a 
real estate promotion similar to many others carried on 
by petitioner as a real estate operator. What was prior 
to 1925 a vacant residence, became after that date the 
subject of concentrated business activity, so that by 
1932 when it was demolished, its character as “business 
property” was firmly established. If, therefore, the 
statute requires that there be a “transaction entered into 
for profit”, the history of the residence following its 
abandonment as such in 1925 discloses a situation fully 
measuring up to that requirement. 

In its memorandum opinion, however, the Board 
ignored all of the above factors and ruled that because 
the residence was never rented between abandonment 
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by petitioner and demolition, it was “never converted 
into business property”. In reaching this conclusion, 
the Board relied on a number of cases involving resi¬ 
dence property which hold that the test of a “transaction 
for profit” is the renting of the residence between its 
abandonment by the owner and sale, and that the mere 
listing with a broker accompanied by diligent effort to 
rent or sell is not sufficient to constitute such a trans¬ 
action. See Morgan v. Commissioner of Internal Reve¬ 
nue , (C. C. A.-5) 76 Fed. (2d) 390; Rumsey v. Com¬ 
missioner of Internal Revenue, (C. C. A.-2) 82 Fed. (2d) 
158; Fremont C. Peck, 34 B. T. A. 402; Frances G. Smith, 
23 B. T. A. 1134. The question is, therefore, whether 
the fact of renting is the sole proof acceptable to estab¬ 
lish petitioner’s motive and intentions, or whether other 
factors, such as those in the present situation, may be 
equally probative of the existence of a “transaction for 
profit.” This question has never been decided by this 
Court. 

The above cases, relied on by the Board in reach¬ 
ing a decision in this case, purport to follow Reiner v. 
Tindle, 276 U. S. 582, 72 L. Ed. 715, the leading case on 
the subject, decided by the Supreme Court of the United 
States in 1928. An examination of that case and the 
circumstances under which it was decided, however, dis¬ 
close that it nowhere ruled that renting is the exclusive 
test of a transaction for profit. There taxpayer con¬ 
structed a residence in 1892 and lived in it until 1901, 
when he moved elsewhere. The property was leased to 
tenants from 1901 until 1920, when it was sold at a loss. 
It was held that such loss was deductible as “incurred 
in any transaction entered into for profit, though not 
connected with the trade or business” under Section 
214 (a)(5) of the Revenue Act of 1918, corresponding 
to Section 23 (e)(2) of the Revenue Act of 1932. This 
was the first case permitting a deduction for loss on the 
sale of property originally acquired and used as a resi- 
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dence, but later converted to business uses. Prior to 
that case, the Regulations had permitted a loss deduc¬ 
tion only where the property “was purchased or con¬ 
structed by the taxpayer with a view to its subsequent 
sale for pecuniary profit”. The Supreme Court refused 
to confine itself to the narrowing limits of this Regu¬ 
lation and based its decision on the ground that the facts 
presented brought the situation within the meaning of 
the statutory clause “transaction entered into for 
profit”. At pp. 584-585, the Court stated: 

“But the words ‘any transaction’ as used in sub¬ 
section (a)(5) are not a technical phrase or one of 
art. They must therefore he taken in their usual 
sense, and so taken, they are, we think broad enough 
to embrace at least any action or business opera¬ 
tion, such as that with which we are now con¬ 
cerned, by which property previously acquired is 
devoted exclusively to the production of taxable 
income. We can perceive no reason why they should 
not be so taken unless that construction is incon¬ 
sistent with the purpose or with particular provi¬ 
sions of the Act. Section 214, read as a whole, dis¬ 
closes plainly a general purpose to permit deduc¬ 
tions of capital losses wherever the capital invest¬ 
ment is used to produce taxable income, and the 
inclusion of the present deduction in those described 
in sub-section (a) (5) would seem to be entirely 
harmonious with that purpose.” (Italics supplied.) 

Viewed, therefore, in its proper background, the 
Supreme Court’s decision in Heiner v. Tindle was en¬ 
tirely an interpretation of the statutory clause “trans¬ 
action entered into for profit”. This was the fundamen¬ 
tal question involved. In interpreting that clause, the 
Court found that the fact of renting was a sufficient 
factor to indicate the existence of such a transaction, 
but nowhere did it state that renting was the only and 
exclusive factor. The Court was not called upon to 
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decide what other circumstances might constitute a 
transaction for profit, and whether other factors might 
sufficiently demonstrate the existence of such a trans¬ 
action was neither considered nor necessary to the 
decision. Petitioner submits that such other facts are 
present in this case; that these facts are equally com¬ 
pelling as the rental factor in evidencing the existence 
of a transaction for profit; and that Heiner v. Tindle in 
no way precludes the showing of such facts in interpret¬ 
ing the statutory clause. 

Following the decision in the Tindle case, the com¬ 
missioner’s Regulations were amended to provide that 
a loss on abandoned property might be deducted where 
“prior to its sale, the property is rented or otherwise 
appropriated to income-producing purposes”. This pro¬ 
vision was carried into Article 171 of Regulations 77, 
promulgated under the Revenue Act of 1932, and based 
on its interpretation of this Regulation the Board of Tax 
Appeals has refused to allow the deduction where be¬ 
tween abandonment as a residence and sale, the prop¬ 
erty was not rented. W. H. Moses, 21 B. T. A. 221; 
Frances G. Smith, 23 B. T. A. 1134; E. L. Brown, B. T. A. 
Memo. Op. C. C. H. Dec. #10,774-D. The Fifth Circuit 
and the Second Circuit Court of Appeals have held like¬ 
wise. Morgan v. Commissioner of Internal Revenue 
(C. C. A.-5), 76 Fed. (2d) 390; Rumsey v. Commissioner 
of Internal Revenue (C. C. A.-2), 82 Fed. (2d) 158; 
Schmidlapp v. Commissioner of Internal Revenue (C. C. 
A.-2), 96 Fed. (2d) 680. 

It was these decisions, as well as Article 171 of 
Regulations 77, on which the Board in this case relied in 
holding that the residence after 1925 was not “business 
property”. But, when it is remembered that the issue 
of whether there is a transaction for profit rests solely 
on the facts in each case, a reading of these cases clearly 
indicates that their facts differ so materially from the 
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present situation as to warrant giving them no weight 
in a determination of this issue. In all of them it will 
be found that nothing was present except the mere at¬ 
tempt to rent or sell a house no longer used as a residence 
by its owner. In none was there anything even approxi¬ 
mating the extensive real estate promotion present in j 
this situation. Thus, in Morgan v. Commissioner of In¬ 
ternal Revenue, supra, decided by the Circuit Court of ! 
Appeals for the Fifth Circuit, petitioner abandoned his j 
home in 1927 and placed the property in the hands of a 
real estate broker “with instructions to diligently en¬ 
deavor” to rent or sell it. Neither was done until 1929 
when the house was sold at a loss. The Court held that j 
in the absence of renting or remodeling there was no i 
transaction, and that merely listing with a broker ac¬ 
companied by diligent efforts to rent or sell was not j 
sufficient to constitute such a transaction. The differ¬ 
ence between that case and the present is obvious. There, 
a single residence was simply listed with a broker. Here, j 
the residence was a part of a real estate venture involv- | 
ing an entire city block. There, the residence was 
marketed solely as a residence. Here, it was handled 
exclusively for business uses. There, less than two years 
was consumed in an attempt to dispose of an abandoned 
house. Here, seven years were spent in negotiating for 
the business development of a city block. Granting that 
the Morgan case was properly decided, such a decision 
differing so widely on its facts and containing no 
semblance of a “transaction”, cannot be said to control 
here. 

The distinction is further emphasized by the two j 
cases decided by the Second Circuit Court of Appeals 
which followed the Morgan case. In Rumsey v. Com¬ 
missioner of Internal Revenue, supra, petitioner owned a 
houseboat which he listed with a broker in October, 

7 i 

1929, and sold in August, 1930, at a loss. Nothing oc- j 
curred in the meantime. The loss deduction was of 
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course denied, for nothing even approximating a trans¬ 
action was present. In Schmidlapp v. Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue, supra, petitioner attempted to sub¬ 
lease his apartment, and having failed to do so, he sought 
to deduct the rent which he was obliged to pay as a loss 
incurred in a transaction for profit. In deciding both 
cases, the Second Circuit relied on the Morgan case; but 
in view of the facts in that case, the decisions in the 
Rumsey and Schmidlapp cases are even more illumina¬ 
tive of the utter inapplicability of this group of cases to 
the present situation. For what was involved in the 
Rumsey case was not even a house, but a houseboat, ob¬ 
viously never regarded as a business asset, and in the 
Schmidlapp case, the mere attempt to sublet an apart¬ 
ment was the only evidence of a “transaction” present. 
Cases decided by the Board of Tax Appeals are likewise 
in no sense comparable to the present situation. See, 
for example, W. H. Moses, 21 B. T. A. 221; Frances G. 
Smith, 23 B. T. A. 1134; and H. L. Brown, B. T. A. Dec. 
#10, 774-D. 

Because of the fact situations in all of the above 
cases, the refusal to permit a loss deduction in all of 
them conceivably was justified. For what the statute 
requires is a transaction for profit and in none of them 
were facts presented which evidenced the existence of 
such a transaction. Clearly, therefore, the failure to 
rent was evidential, and there were no facts to offset it. 
Here, however, for the first time, there appear other 
facts which substantially and materially evidence a 
transaction for profit even without the rental factor. It 
is here that the fallacy of the Board’s conclusion be¬ 
comes apparent 

It is the motive and intention of the taxpayer that 
determines the question in every case. To close a lease 
upon a property has often been held to furnish clear 
evidence of that motive and intention. Merely to list 
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property with a broker has been held to be but evidence 
of a tentative intention, susceptible of recall at any time. 
Our question now is whether this taxpayer has evidenced 
his intention tentatively or conclusively. For example, 
the Record at pages 49-50, 93, and 111 and Petitioner’s 
Exhibits Nos. 4, 5 and 6 (R. 184-186) shows the con¬ 
clusion of the transaction whereby Senator Phipps 
agreed to erect a theatre building on the property at a 
cost of $300,000, to be leased at an annual rental of 
$43,500 net. The lessees had made a proposal to Senator 
Phipps, who had replied with a counter offer, which the 
lessees accepted. Senator Phipps, when the bargain was 
closed, telegraphed his congratulations to his agent. 
Clearer evidence than this of the definite dedication of 
the property to business uses could not well be imagined. 
The fact that subsequently the lessees found themselves 
unable to obtain “first-run” films and that they per¬ 
suaded Senator Phipps to release them from their obli¬ 
gation does not change the fact of his original clear 
decision to be bound by the bargain. 

Nor does Article 171 of the Commissioner’s Regu¬ 
lations 77, promulgated under the 1932 Act, justify the 
denial of the loss deduction here. That article, like the 
foregoing cases, predicates the allowance of the loss 
deduction on whether, between abandonment and sale 
the property was “rented or otherwise appropriated to 
income-producing purposes”. As applied to this case, 
Article 171 permits the deduction when a consideration 
of all the facts justifies such application. 

Considering the facts in this case, therefore, peti¬ 
tioner contends that the fact of renting is not the only 
and exclusive tests of a transaction for profit and that 
as applied to this case such test would lead to a result 
both unjust and contrary to the ordinary meaning of the 
statutory clause. Nowhere in the statute, nor in the 
Regulations nor in any decision binding on this Court, 
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is that test made conclusive; and in the decision wherein 
it was applied, the absence of any facts to evidence the 
existence of any transaction make those cases so ma¬ 
terially different from the present situation as to leave 
them without any persuasive force whatever in a deter¬ 
mination of the issue here. Fundamentally, the issue is 
whether there exists here a situation properly described 
as a “transaction entered into for profit” within the 
usual and ordinary meaning of the statute. The exist¬ 
ence of such a transaction is a legal conclusion based on 
the facts in each case and as in Heiner v. Tindle, is to be 
determined on the basis of such facts and not on any 
arbitrary rule out of harmony with the actual situation. 
Indeed, the application of the renting test would require 
that the issue rest, not on the fact that the motive was 
profit, as it should rest, but rather on the actual receipt 
of profit. Petitioner submits that the facts in the pres¬ 
ent situation, to wit, the exclusive devotion of the prop¬ 
erty to business uses, the efforts to develop an entire 
city block of which the residence was a part, and the 
comprehensive program undertaken to find a suitable 
business use thereof all indicate the existence of a busi¬ 
ness venture with profit as the motive. There was here, 
therefore, a “transaction entered into for profit” so that 
on the demolition of the residence in 1932 petitioner sus¬ 
tained a deductible loss under Section 23 (e) (2) of the 
Revenue Act of 1932. 


Conclusion. 

The loss deduction in the present case is fully jus¬ 
tified either under Section 23 (e)(1) or Section 23 (e) 

(2) of the Revenue Act of 1932, and the express provi¬ 
sions of Article 172 of Regulations 77, interpreting those 
sections. Once occupied as a residence, the character 
of the house at 1154 East Colfax Avenue was radically 
changed in 1925. Viewed as a part of petitioner’s real 
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estate business, it became one item among many other 
of petitioner’s properties, placed on the market, handled 
and treated in exactly the same way and for the same 
purposes as these other properties. Viewed as an iso¬ 
lated transaction, the whole history of the property 
from 1925 stamps it as a transaction for profit, all sem¬ 
blance of its residential character having been com¬ 
pletely terminated. In refusing to determine whether 
the loss was incurred in petitioner’s trade or business 
under Section 23 (e) (1) the Board of Tax Appeals en¬ 
tirely misconceived the issue, for it failed to consider 
the factors properly determinative of that issue and in¬ 
stead based its decision on cases having no application 
to the question presented. Its decision resting on Sec¬ 
tion 23 (e) (2) was likewise erroneous for it chose to 
interpret the phrase “transaction entered into for profit” 
not on the the actual facts presented, but on an arbitrary 
rule derived from cases whose facts are in no sense com¬ 
parable to the situation here. For these reasons the 
decision of the Board should be reversed. 

Based on testimony produced at the hearing in this 
case, petitioner’s loss amounted to $42,096.83. Since the 
Board refused to allow the deduction, the question of the 
amount of the loss was not considered. Petitioner, there¬ 
fore, respectfuly requests this Court, if it shall be of the 
opinion that petitioner was entitled to the deduction, to 
remand this case to the Board of Tax Appeals to deter¬ 
mine the amount of the loss. 

Respectfully submitted, 

David A. Reed, 

Attorney for Petitioner. 

Reed, Smith, Shaw & McClay, 

747 Union Trust Building, 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, 

Of Counsel. 
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In the United States Court of Appeals 
for the District of Columbia 


No. 7759 

Lawrence C. Phipps, petitioner 


v. 

Guy T. Helvering. Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 

RESPONDENT 


OX PETITJOX FOR REVIEW OF DECISION OF THE EXITED STATES 

BOARD OF TAX APPEALS 


BRIEF FOR THE RESPONDENT 


OPINION BELOW 

The only previous opinion in this case is the memorandum 
opinion of the United States Board of Tax Appeals (R. 14- 
18), which is not reported. 

JURISDICTION 

The petition for review in this case involves income taxes 
for the year 1932 in the amount of S23.187.89, being taken 
from a decision of the Board of Tax Appeals entered on June 
S, 1940 (R. 18). The case is brought to this Court by a pe¬ 
tition for review filed on August 16. 1940 (R. 19), pursuant 
to the provisions of Sections 1141-1142 of the Internal Reve¬ 
nue Code and a stipulation of venue (R. 19). 

(l) 






QUESTION PRESENTED 


Whether the taxpayer is entitled to deduct as a loss the 
loss which he alleges that he sustained upon the voluntary 
demolition by him of his former residence during the taxable 
year after he had vainly attempted to sell or rent it for several 
years. 

STATUTES AND REGULATIONS INVOLVED 

The statutes and regulations involved herein are set forth 
in the Appendix, infra , pp. 16-17. 

STATEMENT 

The material facts found by the Board of Tax Appeals 
(R. 15) from the evidence which was taken orally and steno- 
graphically reported (R. 25-170) are as follows: 

Taxpayer is a resident of Denver, Colorado. He filed his 
income tax return for the year 1932 with the Collector of In¬ 
ternal Revenue for the District of Colorado. 

In 1902, taxpayer purchased a house and several lots at 1154 
East Colfax Avenue. Denver. Colorado; and through the pur¬ 
chase of adjoining lots, he became in 1918 the owner of the 
entire frontage on East Colfax Avenue between Marion and 
Downing Streets. (R. 15.) 

During the period from 1902 to 1919. taxpayer occupied the 
house as a residence. In 1919, he took up his residence else¬ 
where, and in 1925. he moved his furnishings and personal 
effects from the house and listed the house and the lots for 
sale with real estate brokers. (R. 15.) 

In 1925. the neighborhood in which the house and lots were 
situated was developing into and was zoned as a business 
section. (R. 15.) 

During the period from 1925 to 1932, the brokers made 
diligent efforts to sell or to lease the house and the lots for 
various uses, including a mortuary and office building, an apart¬ 
ment. a hotel, a restaurant, a confectionery, a theater, stores, 
a clubhouse, a clinic, an amusement center, a bowling alley, 
and a swimming pool. During that period, a caretaker lived 
in the house and the house and lots were maintained in good 
condition. (R. 15.) 
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During the period from 1925 to 1932. inclusive, the house 
and lots never were leased or sold and the house never was 
remodeled to fit it for business purposes. (R. 15.) 

In 1932. the house was demolished by taxpayer in order 
to reduce real estate taxes. (R. 15.) 

In his income tax return for 1932, the taxpayer did not 
claim a deduction for the loss alleged to have been sustained 
by the demolition of his former residence (R. 4), but. in orig¬ 
inal and amended claims for refund, he did make such a claim 
(R. 16; Ex. 2, R. ISO. Ex. 3. R. 1S2). These claims were 
rejected by the Commissioner. (R. 16.) 

The Commissioner mailed the taxpayer a notice of deficiency 
for the year 1932 based on an issue not involved in this appeal. 
(R. 6.) Taxpayer filed a petition with the Board of Tax 
Appeals for a redetermination of this deficiency and in the 
petition denied that any deficiency existed and asserted that, 
on the contrary, an overpayment had been made because of 
taxpayer’s failure to deduct the loss alleged to have been sus¬ 
tained by the demolition of his residence. (R. 3-5.) The 
Commissioner contended before the Board that there was no 
deficiency and the Board so found. (R. 18.) The Board also 
found that there was no overpayment. (R. 17.) 

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

I 

The alleged loss is not deductible under Section 23(e)(2) of 
the Revenue Act of 1932. 

In order to constitute a transaction entered into for profit, 
within the meaning of that section, of property purchased and 
formerly used as a residence, there must be some definite act 
of appropriation of the property to the production of taxable 
income followed by an exclusive use of the property for that 
purpose up to and at the time of the loss sought to be de¬ 
ducted. There was no such definite act of appropriation of 
the property involved in the case at bar for such purpose and 
no use thereof for such purpose. The mere abandonment of 
the property as a residence and the placing of the property 
in the hands of real estate agents to sell it. followed by diligent 
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efforts to sell or rent the property, which is all that was done 
in the case at bar. do not constitute a definite act of appro¬ 
priation of the property to the production of taxable income or 
use thereof for such purpose. 

II 

The alleged loss is not deductible under Section 23(e)(1) 
of the Revenue Act of 1932. 

The alleged loss can only be deducted if. before the house 
was demolished, this residential property was made a part 
of the taxpayer’s real estate business, assuming that he was 
in such business. But the test for determining whether resi¬ 
dential property has been made a part of taxpayer’s business 
is the same as the test for determining whether a transaction 
has been entered into for profit of residential property. As 
previously stated that test has not been met by the taxpayer 
in this case. 

ARGUMENT 

I 

The alleged loss is not deductible under Section 23 (e) (2) 

of the Revenue Act of 1932 

Whether and to what extent deductions shall be allowed 
depends upon legislative grace, and only as there is clear pro¬ 
vision therefor can any particular deduction be allowed. 
New Colonial Co. v. Helvering, 292 U. S. 435. 440. Further¬ 
more, the burden of proof to establish a deductible loss and 
the amount of it is clearly upon the taxpayer. Burnet v. Hous¬ 
ton, 283 U. S. 223. 227. ‘ 

It is the Government’s position that neither Section 23(e) 
(2) nor Section 23(e)(1), nor any other section of the Reve¬ 
nue Act of 1932 permits the deduction claimed and that the 
taxpayer has not met his burden of proof to establish a de¬ 
ductible loss. 

Section 23(e)(2), Appendix, infra, pp. 16-17, provides that, 
subject to certain limitations which are applicable only to 
stock losses, losses sustained by an individual during the tax¬ 
able year and not compensated for by insurance or otherwise 
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may be deducted if incurred in any transaction entered into 
for profit, though not connected with the trade or business. 

The Supreme Court held in Heiner v. Tiridle, 276 U. S. 582, 
that there is a transaction entered into for profit within the 
meaning of Section 23 (e) (2) where property purchased for 
and used as a residence is rented. The Court pointed out 
(pp. 584-585) that after the lease was executed and up to 
the date of the sale of the property it was devoted exclusively 
to the production of a profit in the form of net rentals. The 
Court then stated (p. 5S5) that the words “any transaction,” 
as used in subsection (a) (5) of Section 214 of the Revenue 
Act of 1918,' which is the same in all material respects as 
Section 23 (e) (2) of the Revenue Act of 1932 (Appendix, 
infra, pp. 16—17), here involved, are not used in any technical 
sense and must be taken in their usual sense and, so taken, 
are broad enough to embrace at least any action or business 
operation, such as renting, by which property previously ac¬ 
quired is devoted exclusively to the production of taxable in¬ 
come. The Court further said (p. 585) that such a construc¬ 
tion of the words “any transaction” is consistent with the 
purpose or with particular provisions of the act, stating: 

Section 214, read as a whole, discloses plainly a gen¬ 
eral purpose to permit deductions of capital losses 
wherever the capital investment is used to produce tax¬ 
able income, * * * [Italics supplied.] 

The Court further said (p. 587): 

* * * and the transaction entered into for profit 

and resulting in the loss was not the purchase of the 
property but its appropriation to rental purposes. 
[Italics supplied.] 

It is thus clear from the parts of the opinion in the Tindle 
case just referred to and quoted from that in order to consti¬ 
tute a transaction entered into for profit, within the meaning 
ol Section 23 (e) (2), of property purchased and formerly 
used as a residence there must be some definite act of appro¬ 
priation of the property to the production of taxable income 
followed by an exclusive use of the property for that purpose 
up to and at the time of the loss sought to be deducted. 


1 Revenue Act of 11)18, e. 18, 40 Star. 10. r >7. See. 214 (a) 
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Treasury Regulations promulgated since and conforming to 
the Tindle case so provide. The Treasury Regulations which 
are applicable to the case at bar (Treasury Regulations 77, 
Appendix, infra, p. 16) provide in Article 171 thereof that 
where property purchased as a personal residence is prior to 
its sale rented or otherwise appropriated to income-producing 
purposes and is used for such purposes up to the time of its 
sale, a loss from the sale of the property is an allowable deduc¬ 
tion to the extent therein provided.' Treasury Regulations 
have the force and effect of law where, as here, the legislation 
under which they were promulgated is reenacted without 
change. Taft v. Commissioner , 304 U. S. 351. 357. : A regu¬ 
lation similar to Article 171 of Treasury Regulations 77 (Arti¬ 
cle 171 of Treasury Regulations 74. promulgated under the 
Revenue Act of 192S) has been given the force and effect of 
law. Rumsey v. Commissioner, S2 F. (2d) 158 (C. C. A. 2d), 
certiorari denied. 299 U. S. 552. 

The cases decided since the decision of the Tindle case have 
likewise held that there must be some definite act of approp¬ 
riation of residential property to and exclusive use thereof 
for income-producing purposes in order to constitute a trans¬ 
action entered into for profit within the meaning of the stat¬ 
ute. See Morgan v. Commissioner, 76 F. (2d) 390 (C. C. A. 
5), certiorari denied. 296 U. S. 601; Rumsey v. Commissioner, 
supra; Schmidlapp v. Commissioner , 96 F. (2d) 680 (C. C. A. 
2d), and Hamilton v. Commissioner, 30 B. T. A. 160. 

In all of these cases, residence property was abandoned 
as such and the property was placed in the hands of real estate 
agents to sell or rent, and in some of the cases, diligent efforts 

* While Article 171 of Treasury Regulations 77 deals only with a loss 
from a xalc. it lays down, as does the Tindle ease, supra, a test for deter¬ 
mining whether or not a transaction is a “transaction entered into for 
profit.** as these words are used in Section 23 (e) (2), which test is equally 
applicable to other kinds of losses sought to Ik* deducted under that section. 

a Section 23 (e) (2) of the Revenue Act of 11)32 has been reenacted with¬ 
out material change by the Revenue Act of 11)34. c. 277. 48 Stat. 680. Sec. 
23 (e) (2) (U. S. <*.. Title 26. Sec. 23 (e) (2)) : by the Revenue Act of 
1036. c. 600. 40 Stat. 1648. Sec. 23 (e) (2) ; by the Revenue Act of 1038. c. 
280. ."2 Stat. 447. See. 23 (e) (2). and by Section 23 (e) (2) of the Internal 
Revenue Code. 
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were made to sell or rent the property. The property was 
not actually rented, however, nor was anything else done to 
convert it into business property, such as remodeling it. The 
courts and Board of Tax Appeals held that the acts done did 
not constitute an appropriation of the property to income- j 
producing purposes and that there was no use of it for such 
purposes and, therefore, there was no transaction for profit 
within the meaning of the statute. 

In the case at bar. the same acts were done as were done j 
in the cases just referred to and there was not a renting or 
remodeling or any definite act of appropriation of the property j 
to income-producing purposes or use, exclusively or even par¬ 
tially, for such purposes, any more than there was in those 
cases. Therefore, there was no transaction entered into for I 
profit within the meaning of the statute any more than there j 
was in the cases referred to, and since the loss was not per¬ 
mitted to be deducted in those cases, it should not be permitted 
to be deducted in the case at bar. j 

In discussing Section 23 (e) (2), the taxpayer in his brief 
(pp. 37-46) makes several statements which possibly warrant 
reply. 

On page 38 of his brief, the taxpayer says that the first 
factor which demonstrates the existence of a transaction is 
that the residence after 1925 “was never held for sale or lease | 
as a residence.” While we are unable to see how this fact, 
it true, has any bearing on whether or not it is a transaction, 
the record shows (p. 144) that the taxpayer testified in answer 
to questions of the Board member who heard the case below 
that his instructions to his broker were to sell at his price 
and that he did not care whether he sold it to someone to 
use as a home or not. just so he sold it. 4 

On pages 38 to 39 of his brief, the taxpayer sets forth what 
he says are the two other factors which demonstrate that there I 

- i 

' In this connection, we should like to point out that the taxpayer's ! 
statement (Hr. 43) that in the Mort/an case, >iii/trtt. the residence was 
marketed solely as a residence is incorrect. The only reference in the 
opinion in that case to the marketing of the property was (p. ; 

He placed the property in the hands of a real estate agent “with i 
instructions to diligently endeavor to rent the same in whole or in I 
part or to sell it.” 

284702—41-2 
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was a transaction. They appear to us to he only one factor— 
and that is that the taxpayer made diligent efforts to dispose of 
the property. Efforts were made both to dispose of the resi¬ 
dence alone, which had been kept in repair and habitable (R. 
28-39). and to dispose of the residence and the grounds around 
it. which had been landscaped (R. 143-144) and kept up (R. 
28-29) as a garden. But. as we have pointed out. supra, dili¬ 
gent efforts to dispose of property do not constitute a transac¬ 
tion. The fact that what the taxpayer calls (Br. 39) two “vir¬ 
tual agreements.’’ upon one of which he relies heavily (Br. 45). 
were reached did not convert the property into business prop¬ 
erty. as the taxpayer contends. In Peck v. Commissioner, 34 
B. T. A. 402. the taxpayer received several offers of his asking 
price for his former residence, but it was held that the resi¬ 
dence was not converted into business property. As the tax¬ 
payer says (Br. 39), these “virtual agreements * * * had 

to be abandoned.’’ ('onsequently, there was no actual con¬ 


version and no “transaction" within the meaning of the stat¬ 


ute was entered into. Indeed, there was no conversion of the 


residential property into business property and no transaction 
entered into for profit within the meaning of the statute, and 
no development, promotion or treatment by the taxpayer of 
this property similar to his development, promotion or treat¬ 
ment of his other business properties, in spite of what the tax¬ 
payer says to the contrary (Br. 38. 39). until after the taxable 
year here involved. In 1934. a drive-in market was erected. 


(R. 40.) It was a large building and its erection entailed 
tearing up all the fine landscape gardening and changing the 
whole character of the piece of land. (R. 144.) The prop¬ 
erty was turned over to the Belcaro Realty Company, wholly 
owned by the taxpayer, which held and took care of other 
business properties of the taxpayer. (R. 35. 36, 43. 45.) 
Further on the question of whether the taxpayer treated the 
property here involved in the same manner as he treated other 
business property owned by him individually, it should be 
noted that all of this other property had been converted into 
and was being actually used by him for the production of in- 
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come. All of the Pittsburg properties were rented. 5 The 120 
acres in Denver adjoining the Agnes Memorial Sanatorium, 
were leased as a farm. (R. 36.) The Washington, D. C., 
property, which was purchased and used by the taxpayer as a 
residence while he was in the United States Senate, was rented 
after the expiration of his term as a Senator. (R. 37.) The 
Wagon Wheel Gap ranch property was used primarily for the 
development and selling of a special breed of cattle. (R. 3S. 
59.) It was also used by the taxpayer for vacation and enter¬ 
tainment purposes. (R. 59.) The Richardson and White- 
head properties in Denver, which were the only other proper¬ 
ties owned by the taxpayer in his individual name, were 
developed by cutting them up into lots, laying out streets, 
putting in sidewalks, sewer and water connections, lights, etc., 
and 200 of the 240 lots were sold. (R. 33.) It should also be 
noted that the taxpayer never took any deductions for de¬ 
preciation on the property here involved for the years prior 
to 1932. (R. 144.) 

The taxpayer states (Br. 39-40)— 

the Board ignored all of the above factors and ruled 
that because the residence was never rented between 
abandonment by petitioner and demolition, it was 
“never converted into business property”. 

This statement is inaccurate in several respects. The factors 
referred to are the ones relied upon by the taxpayer to show 
a transaction and were hereinbefore discussed. The Board 
did not ignore these factors but considered and rejected them 
as not showing a transaction. (R. 17.) Also, the Board did 
not rule that the property was never converted into business 
property merely because it was never rented between the 
abandonment and demolition. The Board fully recognized 
that there may be acts of appropriation of property to income- 
producing purposes other than renting and specifically men- 

- Third Avenue (R. 2D): Liberty Avenue (R. 29-30) (also new building 
erected thereon which was rented and after cancellation of the lease the 
property was sold) : ."906-S-lu l'cnn Avenue (R. 3<>) : ."819-21 I'etui Avenue 
(R. 39) (sold later < R. 31)): ."900-2-4 I’enn Avenue (It. 31): Lennox 
Apartments (R. 81). and Scott place (R. 31). 


* 
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tioned one of such other acts, to wit, remodeling; but it found 
that no such other acts were done and that the acts which were 
done did not amount to an appropriation of the property for 
income-producing purposes. (R. 17.) 

Taxpayer’s statement (Br. 40) that the Morgan and Rumsey 
cases, supra, and the other cases referred to by the taxpayer 
hold— 

that the test of a “transaction for profit” is the renting 
of the residence between its abandonment by the owner 
and sale, * * * 

is incorrect. It is very clear from a reading of those opinions 
that the courts did not consider renting as the sole test of 
a transaction for profit and that they properly construed and 
applied the T indie case, supra. The same is true, also, of 
the additional cases referred to on page 42 of the taxpayer’s 
brief. The Government has not, and does not now, contend 
that the sole test of a transaction for profit is renting. The 
Government’s contention, as previously herein stated, is that 
there must be some definite act of appropriation of residen¬ 
tial property to income-producing purposes and exclusive use 
thereof for such purposes and that placing the property in the 
hands of a real estate agent to sell plus diligent efforts to sell 
or rent does not constitute such an act or use. 

The taxpayer cites no authorities to support his contention 
that what was done by him in this case was a transaction 
entered into for profit within the meaning of the statute, evi¬ 
dently, because there are none. We have not been able to 
find any. Furthermore, the slight distinctions pointed out by 
the taxpayer (Br. 43^44) between the case at bar and the 
Morgan, Rumsey and Schmidlapp cases, supra, are unimpor¬ 
tant and immaterial. 

II 

The alleged loss is not deductible under Section 23 (e) (1) 
of the Revenue Act of 1932 

Section 23 (e) (1), Appendix, infra (pp. 16-17) provides for 
the deduction of losses incurred in a taxpayer’s trade or 
business. 
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As the taxpayer admits (Br. 30), the alleged loss in this 
case can only be deducted if, before the house was demolished, 
this residential property was made a part of the taxpayer’s 
real estate business, assuming that he was in such business. 

The Board found (R. 17) that— 

the house at 1154 Colfax Avenue was never converted, 
prior to its demolition in the taxable year, from residen¬ 
tial property into business property. 

which, of course, is just another way of stating that the resi¬ 
dential property had not been made a part of the taxpayer’s 
business. Having found that the house had not been con¬ 
verted prior to its demolition from residential property to 
business property, the Board properly came to the conclusion 
that it was not necessary for it to consider whether the tax¬ 
payer was in the real estate business during the period from 
1925 to 1932. (R. 17.) 

The Board’s finding that the property was never made a 
part of the taxpayer’s business is, we believe, correct. 

In order for a residence, purchased and used as such, to 
become a part of the taxpayer’s business so as to permit deduc¬ 
tions for losses with respect thereto as losses incurred in a 
trade or business, there must be. as in the case of a transaction 
entered into for profit of residential property, an appropriation 
of the property to income producing purposes and use thereof 
for such purposes. In Heiner v. Tindle, 276 U. S. 582. 5S5, 
the Supreme Court said: 

Section 214, read as a whole, discloses plainly a general 
purpose to permit deductions of capital losses wherever 
the capital investment is used to produce taxable 
income, * * *. [Italics supplied.] 

The Court was referring to Section 214 of the Revenue Act 
of 1918, c. 18, 40 Stat. 1057, Section 214. That section con¬ 
tains a subdivision, (a) (4), similar to Section 23 (e) (1) 
of the Revenue Act of 1932. Appendix, infra, here involved, 
reading as follows: 

Sec. 214. (a) That in computing net income there 
shall be allowed as deductions: 
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(4) Losses sustained during the taxable year and not 
compensated for by insurance or otherwise, if incurred 
in trade or business; * * *. 

It necessarily follows that if the property is not used to pro¬ 
duce taxable income, the loss sustained is not deductible under 
subdivision (e) (1). That part of Article 171 of Treasury 
Regulations 77, Appendix, infra, dealing with losses on resi¬ 
dential property in effect so provides, for it is applicable to 
subsection (e) (1) as well as to subsection (e) (2). 

The house in the case at bar was not used, prior to its 
demolition, to produce taxable income, as we have hereinbe¬ 
fore pointed out in discussing Section 23 (e) (2), The cases 
cited there in support of this proposition are just as much in 
point as if the claims for deduction in those cases were made 
under the subdivision of the applicable sections dealing with 
losses by individuals which provides for deductions of losses 
incurred in trade or business instead of under the subdivision 
which provides for deductions of losses incurred in a transaction 
entered into for profit. 

Furthermore, in one of them, Rumsey v. Commissioner, 82 
F. (2d) 158 (C. C. A. 2d), certiorari denied, 299 U. S. 552, 
there was. in addition to a claim for a deduction under the 
provision of the Revenue Act of 1928, c. S52, 45 Stat. 791, 
permitting deductions for losses incurred in transactions en¬ 
tered into for profit (Section 23 (e) (2)), a claim made for 
deduction of wharfage, or rent, and salaries of a caretaker, 
expended in taking care of the property there involved. 
While the opinion does not state under what subdivision of 
Section 23 these expenses were sought to be deducted, obvi¬ 
ously, it must have been subdivision (a), which provides for 
the deduction of all ordinary and necessary expenses paid or 
incurred during the taxable year in carrying on any trade or 
business, and specifically mentions as included therein rents 
and salaries. The court refused to permit the deduction, evi¬ 
dently for the reason that the property there involved had not 
been made a part of the taxpayer’s business. Section 23 (e) 
(1) of the Revenue Act of 1928. as well as Section 23 (e) (1) 
of the Revenue Act of 1932, contains the words “incurred in 
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trade or business.” It is, therefore, obvious that the court, for 
the same reason, would not have permitted a deduction if it 
had been for a loss under Section 23 (e) (1). 

In Peck v. Commissioner, 34 B. T. A. 402, another of the 
cases referred to by us in discussing Section 23 (e) (2), supra, 
no claim for a deduction was made under Section 23 (e) (2). 
The claims were for expenses and depreciation under subdi¬ 
visions (a) and (k), respectively, of Section 23 of the Revenue 
Act of 1932, also here involved. Subdivision (a) provides for 
the deduction of ordinary and necessary expenses in carrying 
on a “trade or business” and subdivision (k) provides for the 
deduction of depreciation of property “used in the trade or 
business” of the taxpayer. The Board refused to permit the 
deductions because the residential property there involved was 
not converted into business property, and cited two of the 
cases ( Morgan v. Commissioner, 76 F. (2d) 390 (C. C. A, oth), 
certiorari denied, 296 U. S. 601, and Rumsey v. Commissioner, 
supra) decided under provisions of revenue acts permitting 
deductions for losses incurred in transactions entered into for 
profit, and referred to, supra, in discussing the comparable 
section (Section 23 (e) (2)) under the Revenue Act of 1932. 
It cannot be doubted that if the deduction sought had been 
for a loss under Section 23 (e) (1), which provides for the de¬ 
duction of losses incurred in a “trade or business,” the Board, 
for the same reason, would not have permitted the deduction. 

In support of his argument that residential property here 
involved was made a part of his real estate business (Br. 30- 
33), the taxpayer sets forth (Br. 32-33) the same diligent ef¬ 
forts to sell which he sets forth in his attempt to prove a trans¬ 
action entered into for profit. For reasons already given, they 
do not prove that the property was made a part of taxpayer’s 
real estate business, assuming that he had one, any more than 
they prove that there was a transaction entered into for profit. 

Nor does the fact that the taxpayer’s business was real es¬ 
tate make any difference, as the taxpayer seems to think. 
(Br. 31.) The property was residential property, purchased 
and used as such, and the taxpayer had to convert it into 
income-producing property to make it a part of his real estate 
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business. As we have pointed out, supra, all the other busi¬ 
ness property owned by the taxpayer in his individual name 
was actually converted to income-producing purposes. 

Nor does the fact that the taxpayer, as he says in his brief 
(p. 31), “had in mind” in 1917 and 1918, when he purchased 
lots adjoining the residence, “the site for a large hotel or apart¬ 
ment house” make any difference. The purchase was made 
primarily for purposes other than profit, to wit, to make 
gardens for the taxpayer's personal enjoyment, and the lots 
were so used by him for many years. Where that is the case, 
the fact that the taxpayer may also have had in mind the pos¬ 
sibility of making a profit is immaterial (Lihme v. Anderson, 
18 F. Supp. 566 (S. D. N. Y.); Paine v. Commissioner, 102 F. 
(2d) 110 (C. C. A. 1st); Mertens, Law of Federal Income 
Taxation, 1939 Cum. Supp., Sec. 26.49, p. 1188), and, after the 
property is used as a residence, there must be some definite 
act which converts it to the production of income. 

The taxpayer cites no authorities to support his contention 
that what was here done made the property a part of his real 
estate business. He does refer (Br. 35-36) to the case of 
Goldberg v. Commissioner, 36 F. (2d) 551, 59 App. D. C. 147, 
for what he says is the principle upon which the case at bar 
should be decided. In that case, the point, here urged by 
the Government, that a residence does not become a part of 
the taxpayer’s business unless it is used for the production of 
income was not brought to the attention of the court. If it 
had been, the case might well have been decided on that 
ground instead of on the ground upon which it was decided 
for the Government. 


CONCLUSION 

For the reasons given, we submit that the deduction should 
not be permitted under either Section 23 (e) (1) or Section 
23 (e) (2) of the Revenue Act of 1932. The decision of the 
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Board of Tax Appeals is therefore correct and should be 
affirmed. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Samuel 0. Clark, Jr., 
Assistant Attorney General. 
Sewall Key, 

Edward H. Hammond, 

Special Assistants to the Attorney General 
January 1941. 




APPENDIX 


Revenue Act of 1932. c. 209, 47 Stat. 169: 

Sec. 23. Deductions from gross income. 

In computing net income there shall be allowed as 
deductions: 

***** 

(e) Losses by Individuals .—Subject to the limitations 
provided in subsection (r) of this section, in the case 
of an individual, losses sustained during the taxable 
year and not compensated for by insurance or other¬ 
wise— 

(1) if incurred in trade or business; or 

(2) if incurred in any transaction entered into for 
profit, though not connected with the trade or business; 
or 

(3) of property not connected with the trade or busi¬ 
ness, if the loss arises from fires, storms, shipwreck, or 
other casualty, or from theft. No loss shall be allowed 
as a deduction under this paragraph if at the time of 
the filing of the return such loss has been claimed as 
a deduction for estate tax purposes in the estate tax 
return. 

***** 

Sec. 24. Items not deductible. 

(a) General Rule .—In computing net income no de¬ 
duction shall in any case be allowed in respect of— 

(1) Personal, living, or family expenses;; * * *. 

***** 

Treasury Regulations 77, promulgated under the Revenue 
Act of 1932: 

Art. 171. Losses .—Subject to the limitations on losses 
from sales or exchanges of stocks and bonds provided 
in section 23 (r) and article 272, losses sustained by 

(1C) 
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individuals during the taxable year and not compen¬ 
sated for by insurance or otherwise are fully deductible, 
except by nonresident aliens (see section 213 and article 
1051), if— 

(a) Incurred in a taxpayer’s trade or business, or 

( b ) Incurred in any transaction entered into for 
profit. 

***** 

Losses must usually be evidenced by closed and com¬ 
pleted transactions. * * * 

A loss on the sale of residential property purchased 
or constructed by the taxpayer for use as his personal 
residence and so used by him up to the time of the 
sale is not deductible. Where, however, property so 
purchased or constructed is prior to its sale rented or 
otherwise appropriated to income-producing purposes 
and is used for such purposes up to the time of its 
sale, a loss from the sale of the property, computed as 
provided in section 111 and article 561, is an allowable 
deduction in an amount not to exceed the excess of 
the value of the property at the time it was appropri¬ 
ated to income-producing purposes (with proper adjust¬ 
ment for depreciation) over the amount realized from 
the sale. * * * 


O. f. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OfflCC; 1941 



